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SUMMARY
The research was principally concerned with a study of the Parliam entary  
elections in Guildford between 1790 and 1868, in order to ascertain:-
(a) whether voting behaviour gave any indication of changing 
patterns as election issu es  changed from purely parochial 
affairs to national questions, and
(b) whether socia l c la ss  could be seen as a salient factor 
underlying voting patterns.
Neither of these hypotheses m et with positive findings. None of the 
attempts to arrange the electorate into occupational or socia l status 
groups resulted in a correlation between such c la sse s  and voting behaviour. 
Nor did the sta tistics exhibit any relationship to the changing pattern of 
issu es  at Guildford contests, where m atters of national in terest gradually 
became m ore important from the 1830’s . Instead of an increased  
correlation between voting behaviour and socia l c la ss as the century 
progressed , what clearly  em erged was a low er association after the 1832 
Reform Act.
Having m et with negative resu lts in relation to the original hypotheses, 
discriminant analysis was u tilised  to test the significance of other variab les. 
Religion em erged as a factor from which an e lector’s vote could reasonably 
be predicted. Nonconform ists mainly voted L iberal. Anglicans were  
predominantly T ories. But m ore accurate as an indicator of voting 
behaviour was the partisanship of the parental home. Today the fam ily is  
perhaps the m ost important socia lisin g  agency in determining an individual's 
vote. The sam e was true in 19th century Guildford, where a particularly  
high congruence existed  between a father's vote and that of his son when 
the latter voted for the first tim e.
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CHAPTER ONE
Voting Behaviour
a) Traditions of E lectoral Research.
b) A nalysis of P oll Books.
c) Guildford : Aims and M ethodology of R esearch into Voting 
Behaviour.
d) Sources and Data Linkage. > 
P reface
The precu rsors of many studies of electoral behaviour in England have been 
Am erican. It is  therefore n ecessary  briefly to review the methods and 
resu lts of Am erican research . More recently, the findings about voting 
behaviour in 20th Century Britain have been compared with the evidence  
contained in Poll Books. The extent to which contemporary experience  
has been found to be valid for the earlier  period is  therefore considered. 
Finally, in the light of such previous research , the aim s and methods of 
the present study are outlined and problem s of data linkage sum m arised.
a) Traditions of E lectoral Research
The system atic study of electoral behaviour has a relatively brief h istory.
In A m erica, in terest was stim ulated by the development of m ore sophisticated  
methods of public opinion polling during the 1930's. The first great 
Am erican voting study was carried out in E rie County in 1940, u tilising  the 
technique of "panel” interviewing. It Underlined the group theory of p o litics , 
that voting is  essen tia lly  a group experience, with religion and so c io ­
economic status being important bases of the voting decision.-**" Eight years  
la ter  these conclusions were confirmed by the study of the.town of E lm ira:- 
"The individual's vote is  the product of a number of socia l conditions or 
influences : his socio-econom ic and ethnic affiliations, his fam ily tradition,
his personal associations, his attitudes on the issu es  of the day, his m em ber-
2
ship in form al organisations. "* These two trea tises established a pattern
for research . The wider relevance of their findings was confirm ed during
3
the 1950's, notably by a U niversity of Michigan team . * Based on the
P residential elections of 1952 and 1956, the Michigan group produced a
national profile of the American voter in term s of perception and choice on
the one hand, and determinants of these on the other. An attempt was made
to examine the way in which personality factors operated in the voting  
4
decision .*  H owever, no marked correlations em erged that tied  in personality
types with particular stances over issu es  or party. In an attempt to bring
m ore precision  to the identification of factors affecting voting behaviour,
other studies concentrated on particular sections of the population. Lenski,
for example, found that religion influenced political belief even when c la ss
5values were held constant.*
Following the Am erican lead, the Nuffield seh ies of general election studies,
beginning in 1945, has represented the major British contribution to e lectoral
research . But compared with the examinations of Am erican P residentia l
6elections, these have tended towards description rather than a n a ly sis .*
*1 P . F . L azarsfeld , B. Berelson and H. Gaudet : The P eop le 's Choice
(1944) p. 137 ..
*2 B. R. B erelson , P . G. L azarsfeld , W. N. M cPhee : Voting (1954)
P- 137.
*3 Angus Campbell, G. Gurin, W .E. M iller : The Voter Decides (1954).
*4 Angus Campbell, P .E . Converse, W. E .‘M iller , D .E . Stokes : The
American Voter (1960) p. 64.
*5 Gerhard Lenski : The Religious Factor (1961) p. 158.
*6 Dnvid Butlor : The ; si: El qction of i 9 * 5 p. 4
The Nuffield authors them selves have recognised the lim itations of their  
approach when faced with "the difficult task of analytic reduction of drawing 
conclusions about the individual .voter". *  ^ This has prompted a com prehensive
examination of the English voter by Butler and Stokes, based on Statistical
2 „ sam ples taken from 1963 to 1966.* They conclude that party allegiance has
followed c la ss  lin es m ore strongly in Britain than anywhere e lse  in the English
speaking world" and that for the individual, one of the m ost important
predictors of electoral behaviour is  the political partisanship of the parental
hom e.* Using age-cohorts they a lso  argue that the form ative tim e for
any elector is  the date when he is  first able to vote. The im pressions made
on the individual on that occasion are likely  to remain with them for life .
As the duration of party support in crea ses, so does the strength of party
loyalty. Conversely partisanship is  le s s  deeply ingrained in younger vo ters,
who are therefore m ore likely  to reflect shifts in public opinion. It follows
too, that changes of party alignment are c losely  connected with the renewal
of the electorate . Once an elector has acquired an allegiance to a party he is
' 4" .unlikely again to be so open to^  political conversion. *
Again drawing on Am erican experience, a second line of voting research  in
England has been on a local rather than national sca le . W hereas in A m erica,
religious and ethnic factors have been stressed  as being key influences on
voting behaviour, in England, the issu e  of c la ss has predominated. For
instance, the first notable constituency survey, that of Greenwich, em phasised
the relevance in electoral behaviour of an individual's personal estim ation of
5his position in the c la ss  structure.*  ’A m ore detailed examination of the
socia l com position of a local electorate and the influence of religion  on voting
patterns, was carried  out by A. H. Birch in G1 os sop. He found a c lear
relationship between age and voting - the beginnings of the "cohorts" theory
of political generations amplified by Butler and Stokes.* The party loya lties
of older voters were those conditioned by the past rather than the present.
Even by-gone religious issu es  s t i l l  played their part:-
"It seem s that religious affiliation is  the key to the 
relative Conservatism  of the industrial workers of 
Glossop, and thus to the balance of po litics in the
*1 David Butler & Donald Stokes : P olitica l Change in Britain (1969) p. 30.
*2 Ibid. *3 Ibid pp 47-51 & 90. *4 Ibid pp 56 & 72-79.
*5 M. Benney, A. P . Gray, It. H. P ear : How.People Vote - A Study of
E lectoral Behaviour in Gr eenwich (1956) p. 66.
*6 A .H . Birch.: Small Town P o litics - A Study of the P o litica l L ife in
(1959).p. 103. , , . , , ,
11 i \  • H i ; i > H i  l "  t > , i ■! i i  • i ‘ ) I : i ■!  i ■ > n  < ' ’ ■ : ’
town as a whole. That this should be so is  a 
remarkable testim ony to the forces of habit and 
tradition. M*1
Other British studies, based on the Erie County model, attempted to trace the
influence of the various efforts at persuasion and to iso late the types of
people who switched party allegiance, by interviewing a cro ss-sec tio n  of
electors both during and after the campaign. In Bristol N orth-E ast, for
example, investigation showed that floating-voters tended to be apathetic
rather than politically  conscious, thus resem bling abstainers in character
2rather than the comm itted elector .*
*1 Ibid p. 112. *—•
*2 R. S. Milne & H. C. Mackenzie : Marginal Seat (1958) p. 192.
b) Analysis of Poll Books
The evidence concerning voting behaviour during the 18th and 19th Centuries
in England, as contained in Poll Books , has only begun to be fully exploited
in the past decade with the aid of com puters. For the English counties,
there are two conflicting theories of how the electorate behaved - the
1
deference model and what has been called the participatory m odel.*  The
deference model assum es that the majority of freeholders responded, not
to their own political inclination when they voted, but to p ressu res brought
to bear upon them by their socia l superiors. They thus deferred to the w ish es
of landowners to whom they were bound, either directly as tenants, or
indirectly through the socia l and economic ties  which linked m em bers of local
society . Gash a sser ts  that "in the country d istricts . . . the situation was
sem i-feudal and the tenant followed the political tenets of his landlord as a kind
,, 2
of political serv ice  due to the owner of the land from the occupier. * The 
participatory model assum es that such p ressu res were not so overwhelm ing and
that a significant floating vote existed which responded at the polls to political
.3 ■ i s s u e s .*
D. C. Moore is  one of the chief exponents of the deference theory. In his 
view many electors behaved as m em bers of clearly  definable groups at the 
poll. These groups are not explicable in c la ss  term s. Voting reflected  the 
pattern of landownership. By examining various Cam bridgeshire v illages at 
the 1826, 1830 and 1831 General E lections, Moore shows how voting was
4
determined by the opinions of the Dukes, Of Bedford and Rutland.* C ritics of 
the "deference community" concept do not deny that landowners did exert 
influence over the votes of freeholders who lived in their v icin ity . At any
f ■ '
given election many examples of local electoral unanimity and many m ore  
examples of near unanimity can be found in every county poll book. Collating 
this information with the whereabouts of estates owned by politica lly  active  
magnates shows that, on the whole, the p o litics of the freeholders and
*1 W. A. Speck, W. A. Gray & R. Hopkinson : "Computer A nalysis of Roll
Books - A  Further Report" in Bulletin of Institute of H istorial R esearch  
p. 64.
*2 Norman Gash P o litics in the Age of PeeP*~p . 117.
*3 Speck, et al, op cit p. 65.
*4 D. C. Moore ; "Social Structure, P o litica l Structure & Public Opinion in
M id-Victorian Fmrlapd" 'iv. TcjeftS & Institutions Br-H
those of the resident landlord coincided.* What i s  in dispute is  the nature
and extent of the landowners’ influence. A study of su ccessiv e  early 18th
century elections in Bedfordshire, Buckingham shire, Rutland, Hampshire
and W estmoorland found that "old" voters appearing only at the first contest
and "new” voters polling only at the second, were together m ore numerous
than those who polled at each. Of these casual e lectors, the ''new" voters
tended to be on the winning side, "influential though the in terests of landlords
undoubtedly w ere, they could not offset the floating voter, or outbid the
casual voter".* R. W. Davis a lso  believes that influence was le s s  crucial,
3
and issu es  correspondingly m ore important, than Moore su ggests.*  Davis
claim s that by the mid-19th century, "few, if any" Buckinghamshire landlords
would have forced a man to vote a particular way against his strongly held  
4convictions.* M oreover, the tenant farm ers were only one elem ent in that 
County's electorate: "To consign such constituencies w holesale to the control
of the landed c la s se s  is  to do a grave injustice to the independence of mind and
' 5
action of many drawn from other c la sse s  in village and sm all-tow n soc iety1.'*
What may, perhaps, be the m ost apt description of the way at lea st one part of
6the electorate voted in the counties, com es from R. J. O lney.* Harking 
back to M oore’ s emphasis on the phenomenon of the loca l group voting, Olney 
subtly shifts the point of em phasis. Though m ost L incolnshire farm ing 
tenants were deferential in voting, they voted in a local as much as in a 
tenurial context. "They voted with their neighbours as w ell as for their  
landlord; and this gave their votes political meaning, as w ell as socia l 
significance". Furtherm ore, although Speck and Gray endorse the participatory  
rather than the deference model of electoral behaviour in their study, they too 
proffer a political rather than a socia l explanation of the influence of land­
owners. "Neighbouring freeholders were persuaded to go to the polls not
because they feared rep risa ls if they did not do so but because they agreed with
7
the landowners’"views".* While such agreem ent doubtless involved a large  
elem ent of deference, the extent of the landowners' influence is  m ore c learly  
defined. Sim ilarly, the floating and casual vote places lim its on the influence"
*1 Speck op cit p. 86.
*2 Ibid.
*3 R. W. Davis : P olitica l Change & Continuity 1760-1885 p. 156.
*4 . Ibid p. 224.
*5 Ibid p. 9.
*6 R. J . O lney: L incolnshire P o litics  (1973) p .44.
*7 Speck et al, op c it, p. 86.
of territoria l m agnates. With these qualifications to the deference m odel, 
a m ore p rec ise  interpretation em erges of voting behaviour in the Counties.
As sm aller  constituencies than the counties, the Parliam entary boroughs
provide an opportunity for the generality of the findings of modern psephology
to be a sse sse d  against the evidence provided in P oll Books. Butler and Stokes
found a common pattern of voting behaviour amongst those entering the
electorate in the sam e period.*"^ T. J. N ossiter  discovered sim ilar  political
generations existing in Gateshead in 1852. Those electors who attained their
m ajority in the years of reform excitem ent from 1828 - 1832, retained a
marked preference for the Liberals in 1852 compared with those who beciame
politically  conscious during the m id-18 30's Tory revival. The la tter  voters
2continued to give greater support to the C onservatives.* Butler and Stokes 
have also  noted that when an election involves a significant shift in political 
allegiance, the change will "be m ost clearly  evident in the behaviour of the
3
youngest electors on whom the weight of prior loyalties s its  m ore lightly. "* 
Although the property qualifications of the franchise meant that 19th Century 
electors could be any age over twenty-one when they voted for the first tim e,
Drake found that in the 1841 Bath contest, new  voters had. a greater propensity
4
to support the winning candidates than did the old. * Drake a lso  u tilised  the 
sam e poll book data to demonstrate that the modern phenomenon of the low er  
turnout amongst younger and first tim e voters, compared with older
5
electors, held good at the Bath contest. * On the other hand, taking poor 
rate assessm en ts as an index of wealth, Drake concluded that the present- 
day correlation between high incom e and high turnout* was not applicable 
in the case  of m id-19th Century Bath e lectors. Using voting sta tistics  from  
Berlin and unpublished data from E lm ira, L ipset shows "that youth w ill vote 
when the decision is  made for it by a homogeneous environment and w ill
7
postpone voting when exposed to conflicting stim uli!. "* It is  in teresting  to 
note, however, that despite c ro ss -p r essu re s , w orking-class E lm irans 
aged over thirty-five recorded a higher turnout than those m id d le -c la ss
*1 Butler and Stokes op cit p. 56.
*2 T. J. N ossiter  - "Aspects of E lectoral Behaviour in English Constitu­
encies 1832-1868" in E. Allardt and S. Rokkan (eds) M ass P o litic s  (1970) 
p. 175.
*3 Butler & Stokes op cit p. 77.
*4 M. Drake : Introduction to H istorical Psephology (1974) p . 90.
*5 Ibid p. 85.
*6 S. M. L ipset P olitica l Man p.. 184.
*7 Ibid p. 210.
townspeople aged under th irty-five, who were in sympathy with the p r e ­
dominant sentim ents of the community . This discrepancy between different 
soc ia l and age groups was barely noticeable in the. Berlin study. Ignoring, 
age variab les, Drake has therefore suggested that where the political 
complexion of the community as a whole reinforces the c la ss based voting 
pattern, turnout w ill be high; where it is  in .conflict, the cross p ressu res  
will have a depressing effect on the turnout figures of the groups subjected  
to them. The hypothesis was confirmed in Bath for the period 1832 - 1847 
when the Chartists were particularly strong in the city. The w orking-class 
parish of Bathwick, which strongly supported the radical cause, had a 
consistently higher turnout than the wealthy suburban pa!rish of St. J a m es. *^
In the sam e se r ie s  of e lections, Drake noticed too that the "physical 
replacement" of the electorate then, as now, appears to be one of the ' 
fundamental determinants of change in a constituency's voting patterns .
R. S. Neale has a lso  made a study of 19th Century Bath p o litics. He concluded 
that "stratification based on property rentals and the type of community in
■ . u 2  ■which men lived were important factors in shaping voting behaviour. * Tory
voters had far higher gross estim ated rentals than did their Radical
counterparts . Neale suggests that Radicalism  was strong in the city during
the 1830's because Bath gave both "opportunities for petty producers to
become sm all capitalists and employment for hundreds of artisans. "* In
these circum stances the local shoem akers, for example, were not an
econom ically homogeneous group. A conflict situation existed  between the
wage earning journeymen shoem akers and the capitalist m aster cordwainers
who employed them. As a group the shoem aker's vote was divided between
the Radical and Tory candidates. "Class relationships of a M arxist kind" were
4  .
influential at the P o ll.*  From what Neale term s the "middling" c la ss ,  
composed of those professionals , artisans and shopkeepers who asp ired toward.'
5
a higher Status, the Radicals drew their strongest support.* E. J. Hobsbawrn 
on the other hand, has identified within the manual w orking-class an upper 
stratum who were "better paid, better treated and generally regarded as
„ G
m ore 'respectable' and politically  m oderate than the ma ss  of the proletariat *
*1 Drake op cit p. 86.
*2 R. S: Neale C lass & Ideology in the 19th Century p. 71.
*3 Ibid p. 53.
*4 Ibid pp. 68-70.
*5 Ibid p. 30.
*6 E. J . IIobsbawm"The Labouring Aristocracy" in Labouring Men p. 272.
(my em phasis). R. Q. Grey has identified such a stratum in Edinburgh, but 
does argue that at the end of the 19th Century this "aristocracy" of labour 
"played a key part in the em ergence of a broadly based reform ist orientated  
labour m ovem ent. "** The suggestion that the political behaviour of the 
labour e lite  was one of acquiescence, has been strongly denied by Henry 
F elling , who argues that piilitancy was much more likely to be found among 
better-off than among poorer w orkers. M oreover, P elling believes the whole 
concept of a labour aristocracy to be invalid: "in the la ter  19th Century a 
secu re  body of highly-paid artisans, protected by apprenticeship restrictions  
enforced by their Trade Unions was only to be found in a few industries and 
then only in som e centres of each industry . "*
The shopkeepers are another group for whom distinct values and attitudes 
have been claim ed. N ossiter  suggests that the V ictorians them selves  
recognised the special position of the reta ilers , by free use of the term  
"shopocracy". The reta ilers , he argues , constituted a much m ore credible  
threat to the established order than the working-man, for they had the ability, 
motive and opportunity after 18 32 to participate in and organise radical
3
m ovem ents.* R etailers in the North-East boroughs examined, tended to
double at the poll for  Liberal and Radical candidates rather than to split
W hig-Tory. Amongst both shopkeepers and the electorate of Gateshead as a
whole, N ossiter  found that, m easured in term s of mean rateable values and
numbers of servants , the m ore su ccessfu l voted Whig or Tory and th-eTess
successfu l Radical. This sim ple pattern, however, was not repeated in
4either Bradford or Hull.*
Though it is  generally agreed that religion was a determinant of voting be­
haviour in the 19th Century, confirmatory quantitative evidence has been 
hard to come by. Of the Rochdale electorate between 1832 and 1867, Vincent 
says :"There is  every reason to suppose the fundamental division was
*1 R .Q . Gray : "The Labour A ristocracy in the V ictorian C lass Structure"
in F . Parkin (ed) The Social A nalysis of C lass S tructure p . 32.
*2 Henry P ellin g  : Popular P o litics and Society in Late V ictorian England
pp. 39-61.
*3 T. J. N ossiter  "Shopkeepers R adicalism -in the 19th Century" in
Imagination and P recision  in the Social Sciences (1972) eds. N o ssiter , 
Hansom & Rokkan Pp .407.
*4 N ossiter  (1970) op cit pp. 171-176.
denominational, but this cannot be shown quantitatively. "* In N ossiter 's
study, a rank order correlation and regression  on the 1851 Anglican attendance
sta tistics and the Conservative vote at the 1852 election in various boroughs,
both showed no significant relationship. But a striking case  of correlation
was uncovered using the "religion based” 1871 School Board elections in 
2
L eed s.*  Here the five m ost Anglican d istricts in 1871 were also the top 
five Conservative polling stations in 1868. But N ossiter  found evidence from  
other boroughs was le s s  clear-cu t and concludes:-
"it would appear that religion over-rode other factors 
only where dissent or anglicanism  were particularly  
strong, where religious divisions had been in evidence 
during previous decades and when religious issu es  
were especia lly  salient. "*3
Such a heavily qualified verdict in part resu lts from the problem of a ssess in g  
the significance of religious affiliation in a person's voting decision. In 
particular there is  no means of knowing how a person evaluated his m em ber­
ship of a religious organisation compared with other socia l reference groups, 
when it came to voting. Neither did m embership of a particular denomination 
n ecessar ily  imply distinct attitudes. Even Edward Cox in his guide for 
election agents judged the problem insoluble:-
"If a man is  an avowed Constitutionalist, or Radical, you 
know pretty w ell how to count upon him; but if he is  also  
a firm Churchman, a sturdy Dissenter; or a faithful 
. Roman Catholic, it is  im possible to estim ate the consequences • 
of the combination and which im pulse, in case of c o llis io n , 
w ill give precedence to the other. "*4
*1 J. R. Vincent: "The E lectoral Sociology of Rochdale" in Economic 
H istory Review 2nd Ser. XVI 1963-4 p. 83.
*2 ^  N ossiter  op cit p. 385 (1970).
*3 v The Church party favoured the Voluntary system , whereas the Non­
conform ists supported the School Board principle.
*4 E. W. Cox & S. G. Grady : The New Law and P ractice  of R egistration
and E lections (1868).
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c) Guildford : Aim s and Methodology of Research into Voting Behaviour
The present research was principally concerned with a study of p o litics and 
Parliam entary elections in Guildford between 1790 and 1868, in order to 
ascertain:-
(i) whether voting behaviour gave any indication of changing patterns 
as election issu es  changed from purely parochial affairs to national 
questions, and
(ii) whether socia l c la ss  could be seen as a salient factor underlying 
voting patterns.
So far as p ossib le , the research also sought to test psephological findings in 
other constituencies against those which appertained in Guildford.
Data about elections was obtained from P oll Books, d irectories, rating 
assessm en ts , the records of religious bodies and other sou rces. This 
information was collated so that it was possib le to tabulate information about 
every voter at each election, indicating his socio-econom ic standing at the 
tim e. The data were then analysed by use of computer program m es derived  
from the "Statistical Package for the Social Scien ces" .
Guildford might be said to be a fairly typical constituency of the perio'd, in 
that for the greater part of the 19th century, the English boroughs dominated 
the representative system . M oreover, the m ost common kind of pre-industrial 
borough w as, like Guildford, the market town. Nor was the s iz e  of the lo ca l 
electorate far removed from the median for the English and W elsh boroughs.
In 1835, 116 Parliam entary boroughs w ere larger and 84 sm aller , than 
Guildford. At the turn of the 18th - 19th centuries, the Borough had under 200 
v o te r s , and this figure was just doubled after the 1832 Reform Act. Many 
constituencies with sim ilar electorates were "pocket boroughs". In Guildford, 
however, the franchise was restricted  to resident freem en or freeholders who 
paid scot and lot, and the cost of contesting an election prior to 1832 was not 
ex cessiv e . As a resu lt, Guildford enjoyed an active political life  for a sm all 
borough. Seven out of the eleven General E lections between 1790 and 1832 w ere  
contested: a figure far above the national average.- After the 1832 Act the
number of English boroughs contested at each General Election rose from an 
average of about 33% to over 50%.*^ Again Guildford was an exceptionally  
active borough; for between the first and second Reform Acts there were ten 
contested elections - including two b ye-elections. The only General Election  
not contested was that of 1859. F or all of these contests, a poll Book su rvives. 
Useful comparative information concerning those e lectors who were also  
enfranchised for the County of Surrey was obtained from certain County P oll 
Books - though only the records from six  elections survive (1826, 1835, 1837, 
1841, 1852 and 1858). No system atic study, however, was made of voting 
behaviour in the County. Apart from the enormity of the task, much work has 
been done on sim ilar  predominantly agricultural counties in recent years - 
notably by Davies and Olney in the studies already discussed. Furtherm ore, 
the fragmented nature of land ownership, in Surrey meant that the County 
did not represent a profitable field for a study involving the influence wielded  
by landlords. Yet County politics could not be ignored. Guildford was the 
so le  place for polling in Surrey prior to 1832 and subsequently rem ained the 
place of election. P olitica l m eetings for the County were often held in the 
town and many of the personalities involved were active in both a County 
and Borough context. (George Sumner, for instance, represented both 
constituencies during his career) . As for voting at the Guildford municipal 
elections, unfortunately records survive for only 1852, 1863, 1864 and 1869.
For the purposes of analysis, the Borough's Parliam entary electors were
divided into nine occupational groups. Those electors described as '‘gentlemen
in a sm all borough like Guildford, were clearly  of a different and low er order
than the landed gentry of the counties. The great majority of Guildford's
gentlemen were professional or higher tradesm en, either active or retired*
I n 1 "  ■ ■ . ■. _  r .
although in a few ca ses  their actual or form er occupation could not be traced.
Consequently in the case of the gentlemen, as in a ll.others, the description
given under the heading of "occupation" in the poll book has been adhered to.
Separating the craftsm en and reta ilers into different groups, how ever, posed
problem s. Even today, the retailing and craft functions of a sm all concern
may overlap. Thus the windows of horologists' shops in Guildford are full
of clocks for sa le , even, though the proprietor's main incom e is  derived from
repairs. Such artisan tradesm en were therefore grouped with the craftsm en.
.*1 N. Gash .: P o litics in the Age of P ee l p. 239.
Table 1 : E lectors in Guildford by Occupational Group (Percentages)*
1868
Rateable
Values
VEean: 
Number of 
Servants 1796 1831 1835 1866 1861
P rofession s £45 2.68 6 10 6 4 3
Gentlemen £29 1. 41 11 8 10 9 .76
Subprofessions 
(and Yeomen)
£28 1.46 6 3 3 3 3
R etailers £29 0.89 15 16 18 16 12
Petty Entrepreneurs £25 0.74 11 10 13 18 13
Submanagers £16 0.48 1 . 1 2 2 2
Craftsmen £13 0.20 42 44 38 35 35
Cl e r i c al /  E mpl oy e e s £9 0.24 2 4 2 4 5
Labour £5 0.02 6 3 9 9 21
N = 189 165 338 639 1050
Functions were sim ilarly  blurred in respect of the much larger  groups of 
shoem akers and ta ilors. Did such individuals earn their living so le ly  through 
practising their craft and rely for the sale of their goods on the serv ices  
of a shopkeeper? Or did they combine the craft and retailing functions 
through som e sort of bespoke business? What was the importance of the 
repairs and alterations facet of their trade compared with the production 
of new artic les?  How many cordwainers and ta ilors were m aster craftsm en or 
small capitalists who employed other workers and owned their own shop? 
Overall, because m ost of the local shoem akers and ta ilors did not own their  
own retail outlet, but worked for others /  they were counted as craftsm en.
This distinction between shopkeepers and artisan tradesm en a lso  had 
ram ifications for a broader schem e of socia l c lassification .
To facilitate com parison with other studies, the classification  adoptied by
Armstrong in his study of the 1851 York Enumerators' books was broadly 
2follow ed.* In Arm strong's plan the reta ilers and craftsm en were grouped 
together in C lass 3. In term s of the work and market situations of the two 
groups, it seem ed m ore consistent to place them in different c la s se s .
Compared with the craftsm en, the shopkeeper was mainly concerned with 
the sale rather than with the making of goods, a job which called  for a larger  
range of sk ills  and which orientated the individual towards the custom er and
*1 For details of the jobs in each occupational group see Table 72 (Appendix).
*2 Arm strong in E. A. W rigley ed. Nineteenth-century Society pp 215-23.
not the craft.*  Bechhofer too considers that the shopkeepers deserve to 
be treated as a separate stratum , affirm ing the view of the V ictorians, who 
spoke of the "shopocracy" as a distinct entity. It is  true that shopkeepers 
and artisans had a good deal in common. Many artisans, for example, 
enjoyed considerable independence and owned their own b u sin esses . O ccasion­
ally they even maintained a retail shop in addition to practising their sk ill.
Yet in term s of occupational prestige, it is  c lear that the shopkeepers
ranked with the middle c la ss  even if their position in that stratum was
2 -not a particularly w ell established one.* Rarely suffering from unemployment 
the reta ilers generally p o ssessed  a m odest amount of capital - on average  
three tim es that of the craftsm en.* The numbers of journeymen amongst 
the artisans, with their le s s  secure employment and regularity of incom e, 
was indicative of the different occupational status of the craftsm en and 
reta ilers . Sim ilarly there was a contrast between the mean number of 
servants and rateable values of the two groups.
Also placed in C lass 3 were the petty entrepreneurs (all dealers and merchants) 
along with the sm ail c la ss  of sub-m anagers (such as inspectors working for 
railway com panies, or for Government revenue agencies); As these sub­
managers had a low mean number of servants and the rateable value of their  
property was low, they have been demoted from the position in C lass 2 
which Arm strong gave them, to C lass 3 in the present work. A sim ilar  
problem of classification  arose for the sm all group of c ler ica l w orkers, 
a few of whom would come under the authority of sub-m anagers. David 
Lockwood has identified two c la sse s  of clerks in the 19th Century. The m ore  
prosperous were banking, insurance and business clerks who w ere able to 
maintain a respectable m idd le-class way of life; whereas the greater  
proportion of c lerk s, whose sa lar ies were hardly better than the wages of 
an artisan, were never part of the m id d le-class in economic term s, but 
socia lly  identified them selves with it .*  In Guildford the economic position
*1 N ossiter  op cit (1972) p. 408.
*2 F . Bechhofer and B. Elliot; "The P etite Bourgeoise in the C lass Structure
The Case of the.Small Shopkeepers", in Parkin (ed) op cit p. 104-5.
*3 Vincent op cit p. 39.
*4 D. Lockwood : The Blackcoated Worker p. 22.
of the clerk s as a whole, barely m easured up to this latter standard. The 
clerica l workers have therefore been placed in C lass 4. The groups of 
professions and gentlemen posed a further dilemma. By economic criter ia , 
the higher professions were a superior c la ss to the gentlem en. On the other 
hand, the la tter  group by the very nature of their title , had been recognised  
overall as the elite of local society  by the community itse lf . As the sub- 
professions were too sm all a group to warrant a separate classification and 
as the gentlemen were such a heterogenous body anyway, all the professions  
were amalgamated to form C lass 2, leaving the gentlemen and esquires as 
Class 1. F inally , since the project in hand was concerned with just a 
section of the Guildford population, v iz. the e lectors, the C lass 5 in . 
Arm strong's schem e, consisting of unskilled labour, was amalgamated with 
Class 4, the sem i-sk illed  workers.
Table 2 : E lectors in Guildford by Occupational C lass (Percentages)
,1796 1831 1835 1866 1868
C lass 1 11 8 10 9 6
Gentlemen
Class 2 13 13 9 7 6
P rofession s & Yeomen
Class 3 26 28 33 36 27
R etailers, Entrepreneurs,
Sub-managers
C lass 4 44 48 39 39 40
Craftsmen, C lerica l/
Em ployees
Class 5 6 3 9 9 21
Labour - *
The next step was to try to transpose these occupational c la sse s  into som e  
kind of socia l classification . The literature on history and socia l theory has 
grown considerably in recent years. The la test perspective on the subject by 
G. S. Jones, c r itic ise s  the definitions proferred by historians: ’‘Socio log ica l 
theories of stratification have been persisten tly  characterised  by the evasion  
or denial of objective economic r e l a t i o n s h i p s .T h e r e  are practical problem;
*■1 G.S. Jones : ’’From  H istorical Sociology~to Theoretical H istory” in 
British Journal of Sociology Vol XXVII No. 3 Sept. 1976 p. 301.
how ever, in the way of m atching up such M arxist theory with the data 
available to the researcher.
The form socia l groups take depends upon a complex of economic and non­
economic factors, which may loosely  be defined as occupation, wealth and 
authority. Taking each factor in turn, occupation rem ains the m ost convenient 
objective criterion of som eone's socia l status (i. e. the position of that 
individual in the general hierarchy of soc ia l prestige). It was a person’s 
occupational achievement in term s of the education, rewards and responsibilitie,1 
involved that represented the m ost widely influential criter ia  of prestige  
in 19th century town society . In particular, a socia l gulf existed between 
the manual worker and other occupations since working with one’s hands was 
associated with other attributes - lack of authority, low socia l origin, 
illiteracy  and job insecurity. The dominant values underlying difference 
in socia l worth w ere  those of the entrepreneurial and professional middle 
c l a s s e s . S e c o n d l y ,  wealth was basically  a reflection of a p erson’s market 
situation, of an individual's economic position in term s of source and s iz e  of 
incom e, prospects and job security . The market situation thus distinguishes 
between individuals of different social status who may stand in a sim ilar  
position relative to the m eans of production. Although in the M arxist- 
Weberian view , property and lack of property are the basic categories of all 
c la ss  situations , a ll those falling into the category of propertyless and 
contractual labour do not necessarily  share an identical m arket situation.
What further shapes a person's psychology is  the work situation, which “involve, 
the separation and concentration of individuals, affords p o ssib ilitie s  of
identification with and alienation from others, and conditions feelings of
, , 2
isolation , antagonism and solidarity. * Marx regarded the work and m arket 
situations as together com prising som eone's c la ss  position, while Weber 
distinguishes them as separate factors from status. C lass focu ses on the 
divisions which result from the brute facts of economic organisation, whereas 
status relates to the m ore subtle distinctions which stem  from the values 
that men set on each other's activ ities. If status defines a person 's p lace in 
society , c la ss  denotes*an economic relationship. As E. P . Thompson has 
stressed , c la ss should not be viewed as "structure" or a "category" but 
as something which in fact happens in human relationships. "Class is  a
*1 Lockwood op cit p. 99.
*2 Ibid p. 205.
relationship and not a thing . . . If we stop history at a given point, then there 
are no c la sse s  but sim ply a multitude of individuals with a multitude of 
experiences. But if  we watch these men over an adequate period of socia l 
change, we observe patterns in their relationships, their ideas and their  
institutions. C lass defined by men as they live  their own history, and, 
in the end, this is  its  only definition.-"** This dynamic view of c la ss  poses  
intractable problem s for any study of electoral behaviour, based on sources  
that tend to give a static picture of society  rather than of the relationships 
therein.
N either is  the problem resolved when the authority dimension in socia l 
stratification is  considered. For Ralf Dahrendorf, c la sse s  are essen tia lly  
groups in conflict about power. But the groups resulting from conflict relation­
ships within "im peratively co-ordinated institutions", are characterised  by 
their fluidity, since the various positions occupied by an individual in relation  
to different authority structures can be totally contrasting ones. For example, 
a capitalist shoem aker may have authority over his own w orkers, but as a 
Liberal and Nonconformist be in conflict with the closed  Anglican - Tory 
corporation of the town where he liv e s . To quote Dahrendorf, however, "it 
is  at lea st p ossib le , if not probable, that if individuals in a given society  are 
ranked according to the sum total of their authority positions in all associa tion s,
the resulting pattern w ill not be a dichotomy but rather like sca les  of
2
stratification according to incom e or prestige . "*
One such ranking has been devised by N eale, who has u tilised  authority structurt 
as the fram ework for a five c la ss  m odel, Compared with the traditional 
three c la ss system , the working and middle c la sse s  are sub-divided into 
deferential and non-deferential groups. The central and m ost unstable group, 
N eale ca lls the "middling" c la ss , composed of those p rofessionals, shop­
keepers and artisans who aspired towards a higher socia l status. Non-
deferential, such individuals were sufficiently w ell-o ff to see  the way ahead
3lying in individual, as opposed to co llective  action. * Apart from any
■ * 1 E . P . Thompson 'Making of the English W orking-Class'' pp 9-11.
*2 R. Dahrendorf C lass and Class Conflict in an Industrial Society p. 171.
*3 Neale op cit pp 30-1.
objections to N ea le’s model on the grounds that it obscures the affinity of 
all middle or working c la ss  groups, in the case of the Guildford electorate it 
proved im possible to ascertain a person's overall position in the local power 
structure. Only in the political sphere was an indication gained of authority 
at a parochial lev e l (particularly before the 1835 Municipal Reform Act) 
through the use of Corporation m em bership.
As far as economic relationships in Guildford were concerned, p rec ise
information was not forthcoming. Not until 1851 did the loca l enum erators’
returns provide information about a person's em ployees. Even then, of
course, the individual workers under a particular em ployer were not named.
Relations of production within the modes of production remained obscure.
On the positive side, a continuous picture of the major property owners
within the town was available through Land Tax and rating a sse s sm e n ts .
Indices of wealth could also be gained from census details of numbers of
servants and from rateable values. Not enough data on w ills could be.
collated to make it possib le  to use them as an index. U ltim ately, occupation
represented the best practical guide to c la ss , as it had done for socia l status.
Occupation is  of particular significance, since it concerns not only an economic
relationship to the means of production but a lso  a work-situation which in
turn has consequences for c la ss  identity. M oreover, it is  occupation that
frequently provides the common link between the socia l dim ensions of affluence.
authority and status. As Runciman rem arks, “Occupations are the m echanism
by which the. influence of upbringing, education and natural endowment are
1
translated into differences of wealth, power and prestige."*  A sim ilar  
point is  made by Thernstrom . "Occupation may be only one variable in a 
comprehensive theory of c la s s , but it is  the variable which includes m ore, 
which se ts  m ore lim its on other variab les, than any other,criterion of status
* f  ■
Since som e of the data sources utilised  were either incom plete or not 
applicable to all the e lectors, the only criteria  which allowed all the voters  
to be arranged in a system atic way was occupation, taken with one or m ore of 
the following: Corporation m em bership, rateable v a lu es , and number of 
servants/em ployees . Taking the definition of c la ss  in a M arxist sen se  - of 
relationship to the means of production giving r ise  to c la ss  conflict - what
*1 Runciman in Ben dix & Lip set op cit p. 55.
*2 Thernstrom in W rigley (1972) op cit p. 202.
therefore em erged can only be considered as q u a si-c la sses . The functional 
and dynamic nature o f c la ss rem ains e lusive.
F iv e ’'c la sse s11 were distinguished within the Guildford electorate.
Table 3 : E lectors in Guildford by Social "C lass” (Percentages)
1796 1831 1835 1866 1868
Class 1 24 21 18 16 12
I  P rofession s & Gentlemen
II Capitalists & the Rich
C lass 2 25 29 24 29 20
III Subprofessions & Yeomen
IV The M oderately Wealthy
Class 3 ' 11 11 17 18 15
V R etailers
VI Petty Entrepreneurs
VII Submanagers
C lass 4 33 36 32 28 32
VIII Craftsmen
IX C lerical/E m ployees
Class 5 7 3 9 9 21
X Labour
N= 189 165 338 640 1051
To qualify for C lass 1 as a "Capitalist", an elector had to be : either an 
em ployer of m ore than nine workers; or to have property with rateable values 
in excess of £60 per annum prior to 1835 and £100 after (when rates were  
reassessed); or to have three or m ore servants; or to be a Corporation 
m em ber. Sim ilarly in C lass 2, electors were either subprofessionals or 
yeomen; the em ployers of three to nine workers; the holders of property  
with rateable values of between £18 and £59/£30 and £99 before and after 1835; 
or the em ployers of one or two servants. In practice, the cr iter ia  taken for  - 
rates and servants meant that in both ca ses the percentages of the electorate  
included in C lasses 1 and 2 on that b asis w ere approximately 4% and 25% 
respectively .
*1 Pauline Hammerton has sim ilarly  concluded that applied h istorica l studie; 
cannot throw much light on the phenomenon of c la s s . For her working 
of the argument see  E xerc ises in H istorical Sociology pp. 11-23 by 
M. Drake and P . Hammerton.
In effect, the c lassification  adopted was an attempt to distinguish between 
extrem es of wealth and status within occupations. For exam ple, in his 
study of sk illed  workers in Edinburgh, Gray noted important intra-occupational 
variations . Every trade contained both an elite who could expect to be fully 
employed at all but the worst tim es, arid a varying proportion of workers, 
who could expect to be under-employed at all but the best t im e s .A s s u m p t io n .'  
of occupational hom ogeneity , as found for instance in Vincent's "Pollbooks)’ 
have been cr itic ised  by N eale. Whereas Vincent tends to em phasise the 
unimportance of incom e, wealth and property as divisive factors within
occupations, Neale as noted, shows how divisions of labour within the Bath
• 2 
shoemakers was reflected in their voting behaviour.* Ultim ately,
utilitarian factors provide the basic justification for the schem e devised
in respect of the Guildford electorate. As Lockwood has remarked:
"Glass, like any other socio logical concept, is  a device by 
which socia l facts are to be understood, and, in the la st  
analysis, the definition of c la ss  that is  adopted can be 
justified only by its usefu lness in the explanation of 
particular and concrete events . "*3
*1 Gray op cit p. 3.
*2 N eale op cit pp. 63-71 and J. R. Vincent : P ollbooks. how Victorians
voted, pp. 6-9 .
*3 Lockwood op cit p. 213.
d) Sources and Data Linkage
The type of problem s inherent in the statistica l sources u tilised  in the
present study - the lim itations of the data, their dependability, as well as
common sources of error in handling them - have been exhaustively examined
1
in two collections of essays edited by E. A. W rigley.* The la tter  sounds
a cautionary note in respect of statistica l compilations:
. "There is  a delusive clarity and apparent authority in the 
printed word or digit. But what is  printed in a census 
volume or any other statistica l publication represents  
the la st operation in a long chain of data collection and 
collation, subject to error, om ission and m isinterpretation  
at every stage from the phrasing of the original enquiry to 
the proof-reading of the printer's ga lleys. "*2
In the case  of the enumerators' Census books as found in the Public Record
Office, four persons may have had a hand in the framing of entries: the
householder, the enum erator, the district reg istrar and the Census office
clerk . But as it was the enumerators in the first instance who distributed,
collected , corrected  and copied their own set of schedules, their efficiency
(apart from the co-operation of the public) was the key factor in the su ccess
of a census. One contemporary, Mr Ogle of the General R egister  O ffice,
was extrem ely critica l of the quality of the average enumerator, as he was of
3those involved in processing the books at a higher le v e l .* He a lso  pointed 
out that it was im possib le to get people to state whether they w ere m asters or 
journeyman in respect of a trade. Few would admit to the la tter  status. 
Fortunately, in Guildford from 1851 onwards, the em ployers at lea st are  
identified and the number of their workers declared. The status of many 
traditional craftsm en, however, is  often not made clear, and no indication  
is  provided of whether a man is  in fu ll-tim e or part-tim e employment or out 
of work. P . M. T illot, who d iscu sses such shortcom ings in the 1851 and 1861 
C ensuses, provides numerous examples of the type of detective work involved
4
in making sense of anom alies in the enum erators' returns.* In the case  of 
the 1861 and 1871 C ensuses, the occupations of the m ore prosperous b u sin ess­
m en, craftsm en and professionals w ere able to be cross-ch eck ed  in a local 
directory, on occasions when the information in the poll-book and census did 
not tally . (No Guildford directories with sufficient details to be of value have
*1 T9th Century Society : E ssays in the use of quantitative methods for the 
study of socia l data (1972) and Identifying People in the P ast (1973).
*2 W rigley (1972) p.  1.
*3 Quoted by Drake in W rigley (1972) op cit p. 26.
*4 "Sources of inaccuracy in t h e  1851 and 1861 Censuses"  in W r : -l ’
been found for the period before 1868). In respect of rentals as w ell, there 
was the possib ility  of cro ss-re feren ce . The Surrey Land Tax returns, which 
provide data on rentals, could be scrutinised alongside the Guildford rating 
a ssessm en ts for any apparent contradictions (for an example see  table below). 
Since som e of the Guildford rating valuations are m issin g  for the early 19th 
Century, the Land Tax records constituted an invaluable source of information  
about rents in the Borough.
Table 4 : Property of Jam es Smart in Holy Trinity Parish  (1826)
_  , Land Tax Returns Rate Book
Rental Rateable Value
Barn and yard £5 £5
Stable £1 £1
House (and garden) £14 £ 1 2 /1 0 /-
Wine vaults - £3
NB In cases of slight discrepancy, the higher total of rateable value or rental 
was taken.
In h istorical work, the problem of record linkage turns essen tia lly  on 
knowing when data about a certain William Elkins refers to the sam e man as 
the William Elkins mentioned in another record. Fortunately, because the 
electors as a whole in Guildford were of a relatively  high socia l status, 
am biguities were not as difficult to reso lve as they would have been in the 
case of those of le s s e r  Standing. Intuitive judgement and common sense  
were used to solve many problem s arising out of the longitudinal aspect of 
voting reco rd s. For example, once the ages of e lectors had been established  
from the census, it was possib le to trace father and sons of the sam e name,
. . t  . . .
occupation and address through the Poll Books with reasonable certainty. 
Sim ilarly one can clarify the family structure of those lik e  the Elkins, 
(important loca l brew ers), from Edmund and W illiam , through William  
Edmund, to Edmund Elkins. Changes in occupation from one election to 
another were often com prehensible too, in term s of socia l m obility - e. g. 
carpenter to builderL Obituaries in the loca l p ress  could also  clarify  
biographical details of loca l notew orth ies.
*1 F or a h istory of the Land Tax see  G. C.^Brodrick : English Land &
Landlords pp 246-7.
The general narrative of the present1 study is  based heavily on newspapers.
A hostile  paper was often as useful a source of a party's activ ities as the 
latter's own protagonist * A statement made by a rival may be accepted as 
likely  if it is  not im m ediately  challenged. Silence can generally be taken 
as an adm ission of truth. What is  subject to dispute, is  the significance of', 
newspaper opinion. Aspinall considers that the provincial p r e ss  m erely  
reflected opinion, whereas Read view s the p ress as m ore v ersa tile , capable 
of both reflecting and guiding opinion.* But whether by dictating or 
reflecting, the newspaper editorial provides a barom eter of loca l opinion. 
Where a paper consistently supported certain policy, it can be reasonably 
assum ed that the policy had local support. On the other hand, it does not 
follow that those po lic ies appearing in the p ress were the only ones for which 
support existed . M oreover, the personalities of the editors and proprietors 
concerned were obviously influential factors. Unfortunately m ost of these  
individuals remain obscure figures, but the principles and politica l persuasion  
of the local papers do not seem .to have been subject to radical alteration  
where known changes took place. When Angus F raser , an Irish Orangeman, 
le ft the Surrey A dvertiser in 1889, the paper did not become m ore sympathetic 
to the aspirations of Irish  Catholics or Home R ulers. S im ilarly, although 
John Hughs on taking over the Surrey Tim es in 1861 ran a brief campaign 
against falling m oral standards in Guildford, the overall po litica l comment 
of the editorials did not perceptively a lter . When his widow succeeded him  
as proprietor* in 1869, and when Thomas Channell took over the paper in 1876, 
the opinions expressed  in the journal rem ained broadly the sam e. As part of 
the L iberal p r e ss , the Surrey Tim es was in favour of religious freedom , • 
reform  and free trade. In contrast, local Conservative journals, like the 
A dvertiser, were consistent defenders of Church, King and Constitution. 
Presum ably the partisan Guildford newspapers had a sim ilar  effect on the 
electorate as their modern counterparts do. Butler and Stokes found that 
the flow of partisan information from the national p ress "magnetizes" the 
parties for their readers. Thus readers who are already c lose  to their  
paper's party will tend to be held c lo se , while those at som e distance will
*1 A. Aspinall : P o litics and the P r e ss  p. 15 and D. Read : The
P r e ss  and the People p. 205.
Table 5 : Local Newspapers used in Study
Title P o litic s Date Established Where Established
County Chronicle
County Herald
Surrey A dvertiser & 
County Tim es
Surrey Gazette (Part 
of Sussex A dvertiser  
Group)
Surrey Standard (Part 
of Sussex Agricultural 
E xpress Group)
West Surrey Tim es
Whig 1792
Whig 1792
Conservative 1864
Liberal 1843
Conservative 18 35
Liberal 1855
London & Guildford 
London & Guildford
Guildford
Guildford
Guildford & London 
Guildford & Godalming
NB. Because m ost loca l papers were either part of a larger  group or 
circulated outside Surrey, circulation figures for these papers in 
the County are not meaningful. In 1870, the A dvertiser claim ed  
the largest circulation in Surrey of over 5,000 a week).
1tend to be pulled towards it .*  On the other hand, a great controversy in the 
loca l p ress  involving a ser ie s  of editorials about national p o litics , did not 
necessarily  mean that the subj ect was a lso  a m atter of central im portance to 
the electorate as a whole. To quote a modern example - though the m edia  
concentrated on the Taft-Hartley Act in the 1948 Am erican P residentia l 
election, it was found that at election tim e one third of the voters had never  
heard of the leg islation . Matters of foreign policy which som etim es p re­
occupied the Guildford p ress no doubt often fell into a sim ilar  category. The 
Am erican experience just cited also  cautions against exaggerating the 
political awareness of the electorate. In Guildford, however , at lea st until 
1867, the franchise was overwhelmingly restricted  to the upper and middle 
c la sse s  . Because they were the m ost affluent townspeople they w ere a lso  
likely  to be amongst the best educated and m ost politically  knowledgable
t
individuals in the Borough.
*1 Butler & Stokes op cit p 237.
CHAPTER TWO
Surrey - An Introductory Survey
(a) Land Ownership
(b) Landed Society
(c) Agriculture
(d) County P o litics
(e) Borough P o litics
P reface
The economic and socia l background to politics in Surrey during the 
first part of the 19th Century is  examined in term s of the distribution 
of land and the structure of agriculture. The proximity of the m etropolis 
was of particular significance for the County's politics and pattern of land 
ownership. The demand for sm all landed properties, especia lly  from  
m ercantile sources was such that Surrey had proportionately the largest  
squirearchy of any county in England. In the political sphere at the 
close  of the 18th Century, the com m ercial in terests from London 
threatened the previously unchallenged dominance of the landed 
gentry in the County.
a) Land Ownership
In the 19th Century the chief feature of land ownership in Surrey compared 
with the rest of the country, was the sm all number of great estates and 
the predominance of the squirearchy and greater yeoman c la s se s . *  ^ In 
a table indicating the proportion of land occupied by estates of over 10,000 
a cres, Surrey stands thirty-seventh out of thirty-nine English counties. 
According to Thompson's calculations, the County had 10% of its  total
area occupied by great estates -  only E ssex  with 9% and M iddlesex with 4%
/ 2 
having a sm aller proportion.* The position was much the sam e in.relation
to estates of over 3, 00.0 acres and worth m ore than £3,000 a year, Surrey
emerging in th irty-first p lace. But the situation was radically different
as regards the c la sse s  of squires and greater yeom en. Surrey, with a total
of 40% of its area occupied by such landowners,had proportionately the largest
number of these individuals of any county in England.
*1 F . M. L. Thompson English Landed Society in the 19th Century p. 32. 
The squirearchy p o ssessed  estates of over 1,000 acres that w ere  
worth le s s  than £3,000 per annum, whilst the greater yeoman held  
between 300 and 1,000 acres of land. Thompson derives his 
information from Bateman's 1883 compilation of The Great Landowners 
of Great Britain and Ireland.
*2 In fact there are grounds for supposing that the area of Surrey taken 
up by the largest estates was nearer 5% than 10%. Since the County's 
area was approximately 400,000 acres (excluding.waste) at that tim e, 
Thompson's calculations would suggest there were probably four 
very large estates in Surrey. Yet Bateman's figures indicate that of 
Surrey landowners with extensive properties within the County, only 
the Earl of Onslow with 11, 761 acres and the Earl of L ovelace  
with 10,134 acres exceeded the 10 , 000 mark. Other aristocrats  
who lived in Surrey with a sim ilar  aggregate of land included 
Lord Monson of Gatton Park,Reigate, with 10,134 a cres, and 
Lord Hylton of Merstham House,Redhill, with 10, 038 a cres , but 
only 2, 034 and 4, 445 acres of these properties respectively  were  
within the County.
Table 6 : Land Ownership in Surrey
A. 1881* 1
Class Number of Owners A cres
P eers 12 . ' 47,946
Great landowners (3,000 acres+ , 11 60,290
£3, 000 a year+)
Squires (1 ,000 to 3 ,000 acres) 41 69,700
Greater Yeomen (300 to 1,000 174 87, 000
acres)
L esser  Yeomen (100 to 300 318 54, 060
acres)
Small Proprietors (1 to 100 3,813 49,569
acres)
Cottagers 12,712 . 2 ,860
Public Bodies 212 27,322
Waste 40,036
, 17,293 438,783
B. 1873*
Property in A cres > Number of Owners
over 10, 000 NIL
5.000 to 10,000 . . 5
2 .000 to 5,000 19
1.000 to 2 ,000 59
500 to 1, 000 91
100 to 500 456
50 to 100 1 295
10 to 50 1,037
1 to 10 2,613
under 1 12,712 ‘
*1 J. Bateman in G. C. Brodrick English Land & English Landlords p. 81.
*2 Domesday Book for the County of Surrey - a Return of Owners of Land
W .E. Baxter p .v ii . (A corrected statement of the 1873 Parliam entary  
return of landowners. The. new Domesday Book only included property  
that was a ssessed  for rates, hence all woodland, except for saleable  
underwoods, was not taken into account. Consequently no Surrey estate  
appeared as being over 10,000 acres in extent. The two tables' different 
criterion make direct comparison difficulty but in the "Domesday" survey  
the c la ss  of squires appear significantly m ore numerous than in • 
Bateman's compilation).
When the number of country seats and number of great estates are taken
together to form a rough guide as to the extent of the aristocratic presence
in the English counties, Surrey com es out as one of the ten lea st aristocratic
areas in the country. *V This situation had arisen  principally because of the
proxim ity of London, which had created such a demand for land that it was
difficult to build up or retain very large esta tes. In 1861 J. B. Burke
noted how for a long tim e the tendency had been for the ancient proprietorship
to be displaced by wealthy merchants and m anufacturers, especia lly  around
the m etropolis and the large c itie s . F or this reason, he concluded, few
2old aristocratic fam ilies were to be found in a county like Surrey.* For
instance neither of the p eers living near Guildford in 1800 could claim
m edieval or ancient connection with the area, although both came from
extensive landed fam ilies . The Onslows, however, having come to Surrey
from Shropshire in the 16th Century, were now thoroughly identified with
their espoused county. Richard Onslow (whose grandfather, Richard, had
inherited property in the parish of Cranleigh through m arriage) was Knight
of the Shire for Surrey from 1625 to 1658. On losing his seat in 1660, he
was elected MP for Guildford, thereby starting the fam ily representation for
the Borough which ran without a break until 1830. His grandson, a lso  called
Richard, was created a Baron in 1716 and began the building of the family
3
residence at Clandon, a few m iles from Guildford.* Like the Onslows,
the Norton fam ily had become connected with Surrey through m arriage, but the
link had only been established in 1741, when F letcher Norton m arried  the
heiress to Sir William Chappie's estate at Wonersh. Norton, of the Yorkshire
Grantley fam ily, was Attorney-General from 1763 to 1765 and then
represented Guildford for four years before being created Baron Grantley in 
41782.* M oreover, the Norton estates in Yorkshire and W estmorland
*1 Thompson op cit p. 116. ,
*2 J. B. Burke: The V icissitudes of F am ilies 1st Ser. 1861 p . 4.:
*3 C. E. Vulliamy The Onslow Fam ily passim .
*4 He had previously sat for Wigan and Appleby and becam e speaker in
the Commons from 1770-1780. Through connections with Sir Jam es 
Lowther and Sir Lawrence Dundas, his sons were brought into 
Parliam ent as w ell during the 1770's. William Norton represented  
Richmond and Wigtown Burghs, whilst F letcher sat for Appleby and 
C a rlis le .
covering 7 ,409 a c r e s , continued to be m ore important as a source of 
income than the Surrey land of only 2,199 acres . Most peers in fact who 
lived  in Surrey p ossessed  extensive properties elsew here. The Earl of 
Egmont of Nork H ouse, Epsom , owned 3,197 acres in the County and over
14,000 acres in Sussex; of the 16,994 acres belonging to the Earl of 
L ovelace, 7, 037 w ere outside Surrey; Lord Abinger p ossessed  1, 005 
acres around Abinger, near Dorking, and another 39,414 in Invernesssh ire  
(worth £689 and £4, 346 a year respectively), whilst the Brodrick fam ily  
who came to Peperharrow from Wandsworth in the 17th Century, owned 
3,105 acres around Godalming and another 6,475 acres in Ireland.
Amongst the squirearchy around Guildford there were a few fam ilies who
could point to a Surrey lin eage , such as the More-Molyneux fam ily at
L osely , and the Westons who had held land in West H orsley since the Norman 
2Conquest.* As with the Onslows, others had become very much part of 
the loca l scene over the years, the Austen fam ily for example, having acquiree 
the Shalford Rectory Manor back in 1609. The relative newcom ers to 
the area included George Holme Sumner, whose great-grandfather had been 
a B ristol merchant and whose grandfather had acquired a fortune in the 
civil serv ice  of the East India Company, purchasing the seat of Hatchlands 
at East Clandon in 1768. P o litica lly , the prevalance of the squirearchy and 
the relative absence of great estates meant that at the beginning of the 19th
♦ 3
Century Surrey was considered to be "independent of absolute control".*
*1 J. Bateman The A cre-ocracy of England (1876) (The Surrey property
was valued at £3, 556 a y e a r . the others at £7,732).
*2 The L oseley 's 2,406 acres were valued at £3,249 a year, the W eston’s
1, 654 acres at £1,365 in 1873. (The Domesday Book for Surrey op cit).
*3 Oldfield op cit (1792) Vol 3. p. 1.
b) Landed Society
Before the em ergence in the 18th and 19th Centuries of com m ercial 
in terests as a distinct socia l and political force in metropolitan Surrey, 
the County was com pletely dominated by the aristocracy and gentry. P r e ­
eminent amongst this la tter  group were the Onslows. Sir Richard, created  
Baron Onslow in 1716, was popularly known as "the King of Surrey. In 
the m id-18th Century, speaker Arthur Onslow summed up the fam ily's 
position for the benefit of his son :-
"Sir Richard Onslow . . . laid the foundations of that 
interest both in the county and in the town, of Guildford 
that our fam ily'have ever since kept up to a height that 
has been scarcely  equalled in any county by one fam ily, 
having been chosen for the county to all Parliam ents, 
except five from 1627, and to Guildford for every  
Parliam ent from 1660, except once for a friend by our 
fam ily in terest and som etim es for H aslem ere , Gatton 
and Bletchingley, in the sam e county, once two of our 
fam ily together for the county, and several tim es two 
of them together for Guildford. "*2
The Onslows also  served as Lords Lieutenants of Surrey, a post which
exercised  considerable powers of patronage. Deputy Lieutenants, O fficers
of the M ilitia and Justices of the Peace were all within the Lord Lieutenant's
gift. The la tter's arbitrary powers and the attitude of the landed gentry
towards the office of m agistracy, are all apparent from correspondence
between Alexander Raphael (MP for St. Albans) and Lord L ovelace, Lord
Lieutenant in 1850. Raphael asked Lovelace to recommend him for a’position
in the Com m ission of the P eace for Surrey, explaining that he felt his
exclusion to be "a degradation and I fee l that it must be regarded as such
by others. It is  I believe generally understood," he continued, "that the
possession  of an adequate amount of property in any county entitles any man,
who has attained to a respectable rank in society , to the Com m ission of the
Peace in that county. 11 Certainly Raphael's credentials seem ed adequate -
MP for St. Albans, Deputy Lieutenant for M iddlesex, High Sheriff of London
in 1830, and an important Surrey landowner for forty y ea rs. Raphael, -
therefore, could only assum e that Lovelace had been inform ed of "som e
objectionable circum stance in his character. " In reply, L ovelace denied that
Gentleman's Magazine December 1788 p. 1053.
*2 Onslow papers in H istorical Manuscript Commi ssion s Report l4  
IX p. 476.
this was the case , but still refused both to put Raphael's name forward and
■ ■ 1'to provide any explanation for his decision,.*
The dominance of the landed gentry in Surrey, tended to em phasise divisions
within society . Describing the County's social structure in 1838, Howitt
commented on its  "peculiar state" and the lack of any "middle link".
"A vast number of aristocracy reside in the county from  
its  proximity to town; and besides these, there are only 
the farm ers and their labourers; the servants of the 
aristocratic establishm ents - a numerous and very  
peculiar c lass; and the few tradesm en who supply the 
great houses. The many gradations of rank and property  
which are found in m ore trading, manufacturing and 
mixed d istricts do not here exist. "*2
Howitt could discern "two races" - the aristocracy and the w ork in g-c lasses.
The gentry, he felt, shut them selves in their houses and parks and were
rarely seen , except when driving in carriages to town or to each other's
home. On the other hand, "the w orking-class grow up with the sen se  that
they are regarded only as n ecessary  im plem ents of agriculture by the
aristocracy - and they are churlish and uncouth. They have not the
kindliness, and openness of countenance and manner that the peasantry of
3
more socia lly  favourable d istricts have. "*
Meetings like the ploughing competitions of the Surrey Agricultural
A ssociation (founded in 1829) provided one of the occasions when the various
Social c la sse s  came together. Whether even a temporary low ering of
social barriers took place at such functions seem s doubtful, judging from a
report in the Herald. N onetheless the paper did feel the gatherings were
of great value for the w ell-being of society . "The throng" the journal said,
"were in simultaneous intercourse, yet distinct, and furnished ample proof,,
if  proof was needed, of the incalcuable benefit to be. derived from such, m eetings
when a ll c la sse s  com e into qualified socia l contact under circum stances
calculated to promote sympathy of feeling, yet preserving observance of 
, , 4resp ect.*  Market day, when at lea st the farm ers came together, was
*1 Correspondence published as a pamphlet, Lambeth Minute Library  
S754.
*2 Howitt : Rural Life of England (1838) V o lI Ip . 361. (Under 
"aristocracy" Howitt seem s to be including the greater gentry).
*3 Ibid.
*4 Herald 28th September 1833.
another occasion of comparable importance as a socia l and political
phenomenon.*'*’ On the other hand, apart from an annual dinner, the
permanent organisations of the political parties (created in West Surrey in
the m id-1830's) do not seem  to have flourished as social organisations.
The Church was one of the few other institutions which might have stim ulated
socia l intercourse between different c la s se s . But, in term s of Church
attendance, the evidence of an anonymous observer in the m id-1870's,
suggests that this was not the ca se . After v isiting  eleven parishes in the
Guildford area he found that "the labouring elem ent was conspicuous by
its absence" at virtually all the Churches. At both Merrow and West Clandon
he "failed to observe m ore than two at the utmost who belonged to the
, , 2agricultural labourer c la ss . * He w itnessed the largest number of
labourers at Send, where som e fifteen farm workers were at a w ell-
attended serv ice . Walking to Stoke Church, which had stood somewhat
isolated in the countryside to the north of Guildford until the town's expansion
had brought housing occupied by "the operative class" c lo ser  to its  environs,
the writer "failed to recognise any evidence of churchgoing preparation on
the part of the numerous population"around. At the serv ice , he found "not
a single specimen" of the labouring c la ss , agricultural or otherw ise in 
3attendance.*
By the tim e of this survey of Churchgoers in the latter part of the 19th 
Century, the agricultural labourers were in relative decline as an 
occupational group in Surrey. Workers in building, transport, and 
government were all increasing in numbers. The social gulf observed by 
Howitt in  the 1830's was filled by the em ergence of a broad layer  of occupations 
which arose with the railway and building boom. Slum clearance and 
industrial development in metropolitan Surrey provided one stim ulus, 
whilst institutional building such as the public schools of Epsom , Cranleigh, 
Charterhouse and Royal Holloway, and the development of the London 
N ecropolis Company at Brookwood, provided another. This building and 
railway construction work provided jobs for builders, craftsm en, su rveyors,
*1 The relative isolation of farm s in the countryside plus the fu ll-tim e  
nature of the farm er's job, helps to account for their com parative  
political weakness.
*2 Annon: The P arish , the Church & its M inisters (Guildford 1878) pp 7-20. 
(The national decline in Church attendance during the 19th Century 
was prim arily a phenomenon of the industrialised c it ie s ) .
*3 Ibid p. 29.
estate agents and law yers as well as for large numbers of labourers. 
Consequently, as the population grew the c la ss  structure changed, with the
1
artisans and w hite-collar workers in particular becoming m ore numerous. . *
*1 J. E. Salmon (ed) The Surrey Countryside pp 157-158.
c) Agriculture
The relative number of sm aller  landowners in Surrey was c lose  to the
English national average in 1883. The County had 13% of its area, excluding
w aste, occupied by properties of 100-300 a cres, and 12% by holdings of
1-100 a cres. The national average was 12. 5% and 12% respectively .*^
But the average amount of land in the County held by the sm allest proprietors
(of below 100 acres) was a m ere 13 acres, with only F lintshire and
Staffordshire amongst the other counties in England and W ales having a
sm aller average. Most of the countryside, however, was occupied by
tenants. After an examination of the Land Tax A ssessm en ts for 1,395
parishes in the M idlands, E. Davies calculated that by 1780 nearly 90%
of the land, was in the hands of tenant farm ers, whilst one in five of the
2parishes was the exclusive property of the large landow ners.* The 
situation around Guildford was a more equitable one than th is. Only West 
Clandon could be said to be the exclusive pre serve of the great landowners, 
though the latter group also dominated certain other parishes like Albury 
and St. N icholas (outside of the Guildford Borough). Judging from the 
1840's Tithe Maps for the various p arish es, and disregarding individual 
plots of under 20 a cres, the percentage of land occupied by tenants was on 
average approximately 66% (See Table 7 ). The highest proportion of owner- 
occupiers was in Bram ley parish, where the larger landowners owned the 
sm allest percentage of land. Throughout Surrey, the predominant system  
of farm tenure was that of ten an cies-a t-w ill. O ccasional le a se s  w ere to  
be found but many of these were term inable by the landlord or tenant at one 
or two years' notice. With yearly holdings the m ost common, there can 
have been little  incentive for land improvement. On the other hand, there  
is  no evidence that tenants were the victim s of capricious evictions. In 
practice, local custom may have made their tenure more secure than the 
strictly  legal arrangement would suggest, although no data on any kind of 
"tenant-right" has come to light.
*1 Thompson op cit p. 117.
*2 E. Davies: "The Small Landowner 1780-1832 in the light of the Land
Tax A ssessem ents"  in Economic H istory Review 1927-1928, (1)
p . 110.
Table 7 : Land Ownership in P arish es near Guildford (Percentages)
P arish  . Property in hands of 
Owner- occupiers Tenants
Property in hands of 
Great Landowners
Albury ' 25, 75 70 (Henry Drummond)
Bram ley 48 52 22 (Austen)
West Clandon 37 63 95 (Onslow & Locke King)
Compton 30 70 50 (More-Molyneux)
St. Nicholas (ex- 20 80 80 (Onslow & Molyneux)
Guildford)
Stoke 33 66 30 (Onslow)
Jam es and M alcolm 's 17-94 report on Surrey agriculture had been critica l
of the sm all s ize  of f a r m s . I n  1809, Stevenson estim ates the average
2s ize  of farm s in Surrey to be between 250 and 300 acres. * Around m id­
century Henry E vershed’s survey produced a broadly sim ilar  picture: 
the largest farm s, averaging 300 acres each, were on the Chalk Downs, whilst 
the Weald of Surrey bordering on to Sussex had the sm allest farm s of 200
3
acres on average.*  Rents outside the influence of the London m arket,
remained low in the first half of the century. Stevenson states that much
of the Wealden clays only fetched 1 0 /-  (50p) an acre in rent and that the best
land - rich sandy loam s as found near Godalming - commanded from 25/--
4(£1.25) to 3 0 /-  (£1. 50) an acre. * Evershed also  reported that best loam s 
were worth around 3 0 /- (£1 . 50). In the north-east London clay region of 
the County, which required good drainage to be productive, rents stood at 
£1 an acre , with a sim ilar figure being paid for farm s in the chalk district 
to the south. Apart from the outskirts of London, exceptions to these  
relatively low rents occurred in the north and north-w est of the County. In 
the latter Bagshot sands area, rents reached £4 an acre on land which was
easy to cultivate and produced good crops . And in the W est, rentals of up
'  5
to £20 an acre were reported in the Farnham hop d istr ic t. *
*1 W. Jam es & J. Malcolm : A General View of the Agriculture of
the County of Surrey 'p. 267.
*2 Stevenson An Agricultural Survey of Surrey (1809) p . 91.
*3 H. Evershed : On the Farming of Surrey in Journal of the Royal
Agricultural Society Vol 14 (1853) pp 400-414.
*4 Stevenson op cit p. 91.
*5 Evershed op cit pp. 400-405.
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Taking Surrey as a whole, observers agreed that agriculture was in a 
backward condition. "So far is  Surrey from keeping pace with im provements 
in  Kent” , commented one, "that it may be described as being behind the 
rest of the island. Even in 1850 things were not radically different.
Sir Jam es Caird, "Comm issioner on Agriculture" for the Tim es was not 
generally im pressed  with what he saw in the region. "Neglect and m is ­
management" were apparent throughout the county, he found, whilst the general 
features of agriculture betrayed "a low sca le  of intelligence and a sm all 
amount of capital and industry". A half hour's walk from Gomshall station  
exhibited to the observer "a state of rural management as com pletely  
neglected as he is  likely to m eet with in the rem otest parts of the island.
He w ill see  there undrained m arshes, ill-kept roads, untrimmed hedges, 
rickety farm buildings, shabby looking cows of various breeds, dirty, 
cottages - nothing indeed exhibiting care or attention except covered drains
from the farm -yards which ostentatiously discharge the richest part of
. , 2the manure into the open ditches by the wayside. * Of farm ing along the 
Wey Valley, Caird said, "the style of agriculture is  very defective when 
the quality of the so il and the convenience of the situation are taken into 
account . .  . The first appearance of many of the winter fallow s, the paltry 
green crops, and the old fashioned plans of ploughing so generally adhered 
to, indicate a very backward state of husbandry, while the state of the farm -
roads and farm -buildings is  in perfect keeping with the im plem ents and the
3 . '
stock."* The need for better maintenance and the centralisation of •
buildings on m ost farm s was the chief shortcom ing of local agriculture as
far as Evershed was concerned. But he did notice certain im provem ents
compared with Stevenson's report of 1809. General advances had com e from
the introduction of artificia l manure and such modern m achinery as drills *
The coming of the railways to country m arkets had increased  the dead
market of stock to London. Over the previous forty years, the numbers of
livestock had risen sharply. In particular, sheep had increased  by 50% on
*1 Caird English Agriculture in 1850-1851' p. 118.
*2 P rivately , Sir Jam es Caird wrote to Henry Drummond: "There seem s to 
be great room for improvement in the neighbourhood of Guildford. 
Draining and good farming with better house accommodation for stock  
would make a wonderful change in the agricultural returns of the valley  
t o  the south of the town". In what was alm ost certainly a reference.to  
one of the Evershed brothers, he added: "The m ost intelligent man we 
met in Surrey was a tenant of yours at Aibury." Drummond's le tters  
C /1/CA2 PRO.
many farm s. Demand in the m etropolis also  encouraged the spread of 
market gardening, with notable developments at Woking, Knaphill and 
Bagshot. *^
Stevenson considered that the cultivation of wheat in Surrey was more
general and extensive than in many other areas. The rich heavy so il of
the Weald was particularly suited to corn while the c losen ess of the m etropolis
2
increased  the value of good quality grain and formed a market for straw .*
According to the 1801 Crop Returns for the County, corn occupied the largest
acreage of land in 62% of the parishes, whilst in another 27% it was second
■3in im portance, usually to oats On heavy so il. * In 1886, wheat occupied
4
29,694 acres of land (about 6% of Surrey) and oats 24, 705 acres. * By this 
tim e however, cereal and green crops had ceased to occupy a greater area 
of land than permanent pasture. During the period 1875 to 1886, arable 
land decreased 17% (to 122,551 acres), whereas permanent grassland
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increased 28% (to 138,117 acres)* . Wheat itse lf  reached a peak, as regards
area sown, in 1870, thereafter rapidly declining in extent, though it remained
6the m ost important of the c e r e a ls . * Presum ably this change was
concentrated in the eastern section of the County near London, where the
necessary labour was scarce and expensive. Looking at the farm s the
Onslows owned in six  parishes around Guildford, in 1880 and in 1900, four
farm s retained exactly the sam e acreage for arable and pasture , whilst in the
7other four, the area devoted to arable farming marginally increased*.
*1 Evershed op cit pp. 417-422.
*2 Stevenson op cit p. 540.
*3 Calculations by A. G. Parton in 'Surrey Archaelogical Society
Collections Vol LXIV p. 118.
*4 P .P . 1886 Op cit.
*5 Ibid.
*6 For Agricultural Problem s in the 1880’s see Chapter 1 0 .
. *7
e. g. farms: Paper Court . New Inn . Slyfield Manor
(Send/Ripley) (Worplesdon) (Stoke) (St. N icolas)
1880 1900 1880 1900 1880 1900 1880 1900
Pasture 103 103 8 8 44 44 72 37
Arable 174 174 112 112 158 160 172 228
Total Acreage 280 280 121 121 206 208 248 269
(including 
homestead)
By the middle of the 19th Century, enclosures had reduced the proportion 
of,waste land in Surrey. Between 1794 and 1809, Stevenson calculated  
that 12, 000 out of the total of 73,940 acres of waste had been enclosed, 
two-thirds of this being in relation to-commons and com m on-fields;
Between 1769 and 1843 there were fifty-one P rivate Enclosure Acts in the 
region, with a fairly even distribution pattern throughout the period. Four 
schem es for the enclosure of common pasture, w ere in the general locality  
of Guildford, although only in the case of the 1803 Act for Send and Ripley 
was the area (1,600 acres) specified.*'*’ Because Surrey never p o ssessed  
many open fields there were few cases of enclosure under the General Acts 
of 1836 and 1840. The County, like others with irregular field  system s, 
had experienced much enclosure during the 16th and.17th Centuries.
Even after this activity, there was still a large portion of W est Surrey, 
consisting of heaths and unimprovable sand, which remained irrecla im ab le . 
Stevenson described the quantity of w aste-land as "im m ense".* The 
area of heath and common occupied about 10% and 5% respectively  of the 
total area of the County . The extensive w aste-land and generally backward 
nature of farming meant that conditions in the region were not as conducive
to disturbances as those in neighbouring counties at the tim e of the agricultural
3labourers' revolt in 1830. P igs were kept on the commons* and such tracts  
of poor land no doubt also enabled the rural labourer quietly to snare a 
few rabbits with little  risk of consequences. Additionally, a potential cause  
of bitterness was absent from the local rural scene in that the bulk of 
enclosure had taken place in Surrey prior to 1800. O verall, conditions 
in the country side were relatively stable and there is  no evidence of such 
practices as rack-renting by landlords. With the exception of the outbreak 
of incendiarism  in 1830, relations betw;een landlords, tenants and labourers 
in the County seem  to have been basically  harmonious, although friction did 
increase in the early 1870's. The Surrey Chamber of A griculture, founded 
in 1872, quickly became a mouthpiece for the. tenant farm ers' grievances,
*1 W. E. Tate : "Enclosure Acts and Awards relating to Lands in the 
County of Surrey" in Surrey Archaeological Collections 1942-1943,
XLVIII, pp 118-149.
*2 Stevenson op cit p. 477-9.
*3 George Bourne, William Smith Potter and Farm er 1790-1858 p .213. 
Speaking of the Farnham area he says that "ail labourers kept pigs".
and publicly attacked the landlords over the problem s of game and unexhausted
improvements.*'*' A West Surrey Agricultural Labourers Union was also
established at this tim e, and although no strikes apparently occurred in the
area, the Union engaged in an acrim onious debate with the constituency's
MP, Lee Steere, after he had lam basted the labourers for striking in 
2Suffolk.* Whilst legislation in 1880 resolved the question of game
satisfactorily , tensions remained over the farm ers' conditions of tenure. To
p ress for the improvement of these term s, a Farm ers'A lliance was created
in 1881, in p lace of the now defunct Chamber of Agriculture. Rent
rem issions by loca l landlords during the years of depression in the la st
quarter of the century, no doubt helped to am eliorate the situation.
P eriod ically , of course, isolated disputes developed into public controversies,
such as over Lord P ercy 's allegedly unjust d ism issal of his harness-m aker
in 1866 and over the allegation in 1884 that Lord Grantley was providing
inadequate accommodation for his labourers. Countering such adverse
publicity for the local aristocracy; there is ,  for example, Cobbett's
assessm en t of Thomas 2nd Lord Onslow as having "the character of being a
very good landlord" and of Henry Drummond as being "famed for his justice
3and his kindness towards the labouring c la s se s . "* Typical of the paternalism
of local landowners was Drummond's concern for his labourers - he was
letting them have up to five acres of land to work long before J e sse  Collings'
campaign for "three acres and a cow". Landlords around Guildford in fact
formed a "Labourers' Friend Society" in i844, specifica lly  to prom ote
allotm ents. As Henry Currie said at the formation of the A ssociation ,
"I humbly think that the landlord - the lord of the so il, is  bound to  exercise
the duties of his high and responsible station by protecting, employing and
. 4
encouraging the honest industrious m an."* In the same way, the 4th
Earl of Onslow founded "The Land and Glebe O wners'Association for the
Voluntary Extension of the Allotments System" in 1844, and offered allotm ents
5to all labourers who worked on his land.* Such instances of how loca l
*1 Gazette 11th June 1872. Up until then the two sides had co-operated
amicably in the running of local Agricultural A ssociations (the branch 
for South-West Surrey being founded in 1839) and then in the Agricultural 
Protection Societies (founded in 1844 for East and W est Surrey).
*2 Tim es 8th February 1873.
*3 Cobbett, writing in 1822. Rural Rides 1830 ed pp. 6 and 13.
*4 Surrey Standard 9th November 1844.
*5 Onslow type-script Fam ily H istory by 5tirEarl of Onslow Ch. XXVI 
pp 2-4 (CPL).
landowners felt serious obligations towards those lower down the socia l 
hierarchy, help to explain the relatively good relation between the c la sse s  in 
West Surrey during'the 19th Century.
d) County P o litics prior to 1832.
In Surrey, as in all the other English counties before 1832, the franchise  
belonged exclusively to freeholders whose land brought in an annual revenue 
of 40 sh illings. County electors were in theory independent men of property. 
P itt, when introducing his reform proposals in the 1780's argued that 
the counties were more npureM ( i .e .  le s s  corrupt) and independent than the 
boroughs. But in practice many of these voters were a lso  tenants, renting 
land from large landowners. Though the tenant's dependence on his landlord 
should not be exaggerated, the gentry were at lea st the acknowledged 
lead ers, if not the absolute m asters of the countryside. On the third day 
of polling at the 1826 Surrey E lection, for instance, the Duke of G loucester's 
tenants from Bagshot Park arrived in Guildford en bloc to reg ister  their votes 
for the Whig candidate. In the 1832 Reform Act the position of the landlords 
was safeguarded by the Chandos clause which extended the franchise to £50 
tenants-at-w ill. In West Surrey such tenants constituted nearly 18% of the 
electorate.*'*’ Their susceptibility to influence, however, was probably 
no more than it was amongst large numbers of the freeholders. The Surrey 
Standard , for example, suggested that of the 3,200 voters polled in
the 1837 contest, at least half were sm all occupiers and cottagers who were
. n , . 2 particularly open to bribery.*
*1 In 1852, the figure was 16% according to the Journal of the Royal
Statistical Society XX, p . 202. Returns to Parliam ent in 1865 gave a 
total of 17 . 6%.
*2 The journal claim ed that Mih no part of the kingdom, perhaps, is  there
so m ixed a constituency as in West Surrey". (Standard 12th August 1837) 
The bare returns to Parliam ent in 1865 do not wholly substantiate its  
analysis, although the broad categories taken may have concealed  
significant differences between constituencies. (P.P.1865 XLIV p537).
F igures, except for the total electorate/ are expressed as percentages 
to facilitate comparison.
q . Joint Other 
Freeholders Copyholders T^n^nts^ .Qualif- Qualif- Total
ications ications
West Surrey 62.5 9.2 17.6 4 .5 6.1 4,081
East Sussex 69.6 9 .3 17.7 0.9 2.6 6,670
West Sussex 67.9 7.1 18.8 0.2 5 .9 2,607
Berkshire 73,8 2 .9 20 .4 0 2 .9 5,066
West Kent 72.7 0.1 21.0 0.2 6 .0 9,811
East Surrey 
(including 
Metropolitan 
areas).
52.9 1.6 23 .6  * — ■ 5.6 16. 3 9,913
To maintain their authority the landed proprietors had to go to great pains
and expense. In Surrey, prior to 1832, the one place for polling was Guildford.
To get voters to the poll, the candidates were obliged to defray the e lec to rs’ ,
travelling expenses or alternatively to provide transport. It was custom ary,
for instance, for Surrey candidates to lay on carriages from London for
their s u p p o r t e r s . I n  addition, should an over-night stop be n ecessary  away
from home, then the e lec to rs’ board and lodging had a lso  to be paid for. Until
the latter part of the 18th Century it had not been possib le to do the round
trip from London to Guildford within the day. Before the route from the
capital via Epsom and Leatherhead had been significantly im proved (following
the passage of an Act in 1749 to m odernise the roads between London and
Portsm outh), the coach to Guildford had only just been able to perform  the
journey in one day, involving an early start with breakfast and dinner taken 
2en route. *. Since the law allowed polling to continue for up to a fortnight, 
hard fought contests could develop into something of a financial endurance 
test. With the exception of the 1812 E lection, however, Surrey contests 
were generally resolved within a week. After three days of the 1826 E lection, 
for example, the County gentry subscribed £7, 000 to enable George Sumner 
to continue his fight for re-election . But with his opponents gaining an 
unassailable lead after a further two days polling, Sumner reluctantly
3
conceded defeat.* Because the costs of county elections were high, in 
general throughout the country there were relatively few contests. In the 
second half of the 18th Century, twelve counties never went to the poll at 
all. Surrey, on the other hand, mainly through the influence of the London 
radicals, had four con tests in 1774, 1775, 1780 and 1790.
*1 Expenses were still incurred even if the election was not contested.
E lected unopposed for West Surrey in 1879, W illiam St . John Brodrick  
la ter  recalled: "it is  noteworthy that our chief expense was due to 
our agents having, according to the custom of the day, engaged every  
conveyance in the division for the day of the poll, in order to ensure  
our voters reaching the lim ited number of polling-places and the 
creation of a corresponding difficulty for our opponents*'. Had he 
been opposed Brodrick estim ated the contest would have cost him  
£10,000. (B rodrick: Records and Reaction 1856-1939 p. 55).
*2 Manning and Bray op cit Vol III p. l i .
*3 County Chronicle 20th and 27th June 1826.
The County's proxim ity to the m etropolis was the crucial factor lending
credence to Oldfield's statement that at the end of the 18th Century Surrey
was "independent of absolute control."*^ Before the County was a favoured
area for retirem ent and recreational activ ities, sm all landed properties
were much sought after. *  ^ The creation of an all-powerful oligarchy of
landowners was thus rendered difficult by the relative sm allness of estates.
The demand for land, especially  from m ercantile sou rces, was such that
vast areas were not going to be in the hands of just a few aristocrats.
Consequently by 1800, London merchants who had moved into Surrey p o ssessed
3considerable influence. * More significantly, Southwark and its  business 
community exercised  an increasing influence in the County's elections during 
the 18th Century. Between 1705 and 1780 the proportion of metropolitan  
voters in the Surrey electorate increased by alm ost 10%. In 1788 the radical, 
Sir Joseph Mawbey, remarked that "in som e parts of the county, the 
country gentlemen are said not to like the influence which the borough o f
4Southwark and parts adjacent have in the elections for Knights of the Shire.*
By 1808* it was evident to Joshua Wilson that a new interest had sprung 
up "on the part of the merchants of the city of London, the traders of the
5
borough of Southwark etc" ,*  which posed a real threat to the gentry in 
Surrey. Despite aristocratic opposition, Mawbey (MP for Southwark since  
1768) was first elected to represent the County in 1775 . F ive years la ter , 
Mawbey was re-e lected , accompanied by Admiral Keppel, a prominent 
m em ber of the opposition standing at the behest of the group of London
radicals. Their vanquished opponent was no le s s  than Thomas Onslow, who
6was aided by £4, 000 of government money. * In 1790, however, Mawbey
*1 Oldfield op cit (1792) Vol. 3 p . l  
*2 Stevenson op cit p. 73.
*3 State Calendar for 1810.
*4 Gentleman's Magazine op cit. July 1796 p. 576. According to
Mawbey, these com m ercial in terests "added to the very considerable  
interest among the land holders" had, up until the latter part of the 
18th Century, supported the Onslow fam ily in their various contests 
for the County .
*5 W ilson, A Biographical Index to the P resent House of Commons1
(1888) p. 572.
*6 Nam ier and Brooke op cit pp. 383-384.
found h im self outmanoeuvred. Though the latter had been assured by the
P itt administration that they did not intend to provoke a contest, W illiam
C. Finch*^ of Albury became a candidate just before nomination day. Mawbey
now found h im self unable to obtain the one hundred carriages he needed to
take his supporters to Guildford. Behind the other two candidates at
2the c lose  of the second day's poll, Mawbey resigned .*
At the next contested election in 1806, what Oldfield describes as "a m ost
extraordinary circum stance" occurred. The sitting Tory m em ber, Sir
John F rederick , was returned as one of the County's representatives again,
despite, the fact that he had polled fewer votes than either of the other two
candidates - the Whig William R ussell and the Tory Samuel Thornton of
Albury Park, the eminent merchant and Director of the Bank of England.
Apparently Thornton expected to defeat W illiam R ussell, but the latter
stayed at the head of the poll throughout the whole election. Then, although
130 votes ahead of his fellow Tory, Thornton thought it proper to decline.
Consequently R ussell and Frederick were returned as duly elected. Frederick
3
took his seat in the (bmmons without being challenged.* He declined to .
stand, however, at the election in the following year (1807). R ussell and
Thornton were candidates once m ore, along with a second Tory, George
Holme Sumner. The latter was said to be backed by General Chappie
Norton who had just defeated Sumner at the Guildford Borough E lection . The
Surrey contest resulted in the election of the two Tories in support of-the
4new adm inistration headed by the Duke of Portland. * In 1812 it seem ed
lik ely  that George Sumner and Sir Thomas Sutton of M olesey, as government
supporters and representatives of the Surrey gentry, would be returned
unopposed. But when Sir Thomas Turton lo st the election for Southwark,
he was nominated as an independent candidate for the County by Mawbey. The
Election, hotly contested , lasted  for a full nine days. It ended with Sumner
5on 1923 votes, Sutton on 1791 and Turton on 1017.* Hence the gentry and 
aristocracy were able to ward off the challenge to their influence from the
*1 Finch was a captain in the navy and brother of the Earl of A ylesford.
*2 Gentleman's Magazine op cit July 1796 p. 576. The author using the
pseudonym "Surriensis" was later revealed to be Mawbey h im self.
*3 Gentleman's Magazine op cit p. 575.
*4 Manning and Bray op cit Vol III p. C/XVI.
*5 Ibid p. CLXVII (No poll books apparentl^survive).
m ore radical London elem ents, and the Tories retain both sea ts . The 
party's position remained secure in 1813, when following Sutton's death,
Samuel Thornton defeated Turton after four days' polling. Although he did 
not m eet with the approval of the Southwark radicals, Thornton, as an 
eminent banker as well as an accepted member of the gentry, was a 
satisfactory choice for both the London com m erical in terests and the county 
aristocracy.
Brooke, in his survey of Surrey elections from 1754 to 1790, concludes that 
by the end of this period, "national politics had come to be the critica l 
factor" in contests for the County. Certainly national politics may have 
been of greater significance in Surrey elections than in neighbouring counties, 
thanks to the influence of the London radicals in particular. Brooke also  
states that "party" too "had come to count for a good deal in Surrey 
politics" . Undoubtedly party manoeuvrings were the m ost important cause  
of Mawbey's defeat in 1790. M oreover, party ties rather than f anfiUy.. 
influence in Surrey itse lf , had been the chief reason for both Althprp's 
and R u ssell's  su ccesses in the 1780's. According to Lord Althorp's 
father-in-law , Lord Lucan, the form er hardly knew any man or freeholder  
in Surrey except near Wimbledon Park. Lord W illiam  R ussell too, as a 
brother of the Duke of Bedford, came from a fam ily whose main estates  
and political in terests lay in other counties outside Surrey. Yet w hilst the 
Althorp's fam ily's principal interest lay in Northamptonshire, Lord Althorp 
did own land at Wimbledon and Battersea. Sim ilarly Lord W illiam R ussell 
owned an estate at Streatham. The strength of party loyalty, however, 
was again apparently demonstrated by Samuel Thornton's action in 1806., when, 
despite being ahead in the poll, he allowed the existing m em ber and fellow  
Tory representative to retain the Surrey seat. But at the sam e tim e,
Thorton's gesture may have been of a highly individual nature, thus serving  
as a reminder of the importance of p erso n a lities . Personal factors could, 
and did, supplant both party considerations and national p o litic s , as occurred  
at the Surrey contest in 1807, when General Norton supported Sumner - his 
recent adversary from the Guildford Borough election - despite their  
' differing political view s as form er supporters of Fox and P itt.
*1 Nam ier & Brooke op cit Vol 1 p. 9.
e) Borough P o litics prior to 1832.
Before the first Reform Act, there were six  boroughs within Surrey, 
each returning two representatives : Bletchingley, Gatton, Guildford, 
H aslem ere, Reigate and Southwark. Bletchingley, with a burgage holders^ 
franchise consisting of about 90 voters, was controlled by the Clayton fam ily . 
Gatton, the complete pocket borough, left with only two voters after 
centuries of decay, was purchased and sold several tim es during the 18th 
Century. Reigate, with a freehold franchise and an electorate of som e 200 , 
was owned by the Yorke and Cocks fam ilies during the sam e period, each 
nominating for one seat. F inally, Southwark in contrast, had around 
2 , 000 e lectors, over which no single predominating in terest could be 
permanently established.*'*' Only Guildford and H aslem ere were situated  
in the w estern part of the County.
The history of H aslem ere's representation is  of great relevance to Guildford
politics around the turn of the 18th - 19th Century. In particular H aslem ere
was held up to the Guildford electors as an example of the sort of corrupt
pocket borough which Guildford was allegedly in danger of becoming. The
right of election in H aslem ere was only vested  in those freeholds which paid a
burgage rent to the lord of the manor. These numbered about 100, but
2before 1780, no one fam ily had com plete control of the borough.* Early  
in 1780 the purchase of the large majority of the vote-bearing freeholds 
was completed by Sir Jam es Lowther for £24 , 000. The negotiations for the 
'sa le  were mainly handled by John Chandler, a so licitor  and m em ber of the
3
Guildford Corporation.* Sir Jam es, now Earl of Lonsdale, did not think 
it safe to trust any of H aslem ere's inhabitants with a conveyance of these  
freeholds and therefore sent forty labourers from his co ller ies  in the north 
of England to reside in the Borough. All he required of them in return for  
their pay and accommodation was to choose two MPs of his own nomination. 
These men elected representatives in 1780, 1784, 1790 and 1796. The sight . 
o f "a gang of wretches from the north" marching through Guildford prior to 
the 1790 elections to become electors in H aslem ere, was used by opponents
*1 Nam ier & Brooke op cit Vol I pp. 384-387.
*2 Oldfield 2nd Ed. op cit Vol II p. 140.
*3 Oldfield 3rd Ed. p. 598 ( The State Calendar 1810 , p. 45, a sser ts  
Chandler made £6 , 000 on the sale).
of Lord Grantley to ra ise  a sim ilar  spectre in Guildford. A picture was 
conjured up of coal-m iners from Yorkshire being b ille tted  in Lord 
Grantley's houses, allowing him to nominate a Member without reference  
to the electors.*'*' Thus Lord Grantley's opponents were not slow  to 
exploit H aslem ere's corruption for their own political advantage. As a 
rotten borough, H aslem ere served as an example of the state to which 
Guildford might allegedly deteriorate if the electoral monopoly of the 
Onslows, and m ore especially  the Nortons, was not challenged.
*1 1790 Guildford Election poster, CPL.
CHAPTER THREE
The Econom ic, P olitica l and Social Development of Guildford
a) The Economic Growth of Guildford prior to 1900.
b) Social and Religious Divisions in Guildford in the 19th 
Century.
c) Guildford Town and Borough P o litics in 1800.
Preface
In 1801, Guildford’s total population only numbered 2 , 634. One hundred 
years la ter , it numbered 9 ,222 . Though a great expansion of the Borough 
took place after 1860, the evolution from a rural to a suburban-type 
economy had not been completed by 1900. This rapid economic development 
was not accompanied by c la ss conflict as such. Of greater significance  
were political and religious distinctions which cut vertica lly  through the 
c la ss  structure. In 1800, the Corporation was a Tory-Anglican monopoly, 
dominated by Lord Onslow and Lord Grantley. The latter in particular  
manipulated Guild Merchant politics as a m eans of protecting his 
Parliam entary in terest. Guildford, under the influence of the two loca l 
artistocrats, thus resem bled a joint fam ily borough at the opening of the 
19th Century.
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FIGURE 2 ; GUILDFORD & ITS ENVIRONS (1832)
a) The Economic Growth of Guildford prior to 1900
Guildford is  situated on the banks of the Wey, in a gap created by the 
river through the line of chalk h ills . The original hamlet may have been 
located on the west side of the Wey, at a ford over the r iv e r .**■ Guildford 
thus probably originated as a centre for the traffic which followed the 
prehistoric route across the North Downs from the Kent coast through to 
Salisbury plain. The Anglo-Saxons were the first known group to fortify 
the chalk spur dominating.the Wey gap and a sm all community of traders 
probably grew up near by. Later a planned town was laid out to the north, 
centred on the axial High Street and bounded by two other streets parallel
to it, originally known as North Ditch and South Ditch - an indication of
2 / 
form er earthw orks. * During the Tudor period Guildford was noted for its
wool and cloth trade. U tilising local raw m aterials the wool industry proved
so profitable that it was only natural for the woolsack to appear on Guildford’s
arm s when they were granted in Richard I ll’s reign. But adverse economic
factors, outside of loca l control, brought about a rapid decline in production
as the 16th Century progressed . When the town was surveyed in 1739, by
3
Matthew Richardson, the wool trade did not even receive a m ention.* The 
industry's dem ise halted the growth of the town, at a tim e when its prestige  
had already been diminished on being abandoned as a place of royal residence. * 
Presum ably Speed was referring to the s ize  of the town, and not m erely  to 
its im portance, when he remarked in 1611, that "it had been far greater  
than now it is ,  when the palace of our English Kings was therein se t. n*
Fortunately, however, Guildford's trade continued to flourish. In 1602 it 
was necessary  to enlarge the existing facilities for the wheat m arket. The 
Guild Merchant noted that "the m arkets of this town of late years (thanks to ■ 
God) have much increased and by order and care thereunto had, are dailie like  
to be greater and greater". The community was affluent enough to erect a
Guild Hall in 1683, although it is  noticeable that the Onslows of W est Clandon
6contributed alm ost half the cost of the building.* Though m oderately  
prosperous', Guildford was probably never a particularly wealthy p lace.
*1 D. W illiamson : . Guildford in the Olden Time p. 2.
*2 R. Millward & A. Robinson : S .E . England : Thameside . the
Weald p. 108.
*3 E. R. Chamberlin Guildford : A Biography p. 80.
*4 The town had form erly been a royal estate (R ussell : The H istory
and Antiquities of Guildford 1810 ed. pp. 44 & 45.
*5 Ibid p. 4.
Financial problem s forced the m erger of the St. Mary and Holy Trinity 
P arish  Churches in 1698 , with the Onslow fam ily again providing substantial 
funds for the schem e. Neither was sufficient money forthcoming to rebuild 
Guildford's chief church, Holy Trinity, when its steeple collapsed in 1740. 
Church property had to be sold before a new building was eventually 
completed twenty-three years la te r .* ’*' Nonetheless as a centre of trade and 
natural staging-post for the journey from the m etropolis to the south coast 
at Portsm outh, the town's basic prosperity remained assured . At the 
opening of the 18th Century there were five great inns of national reputation 
lining the High Street. John Aubrey in 1718 remarked that Guildford 
"has been always m ost famous for its good Innes and excellent Accommodation 
for P assen gers, the best perhaps in England; the Red Lion particularly
2can make fifty beds, the White Hart is  not so  big but has m ore noble room s. * 
Furtherm ore another link with London had been forged in 1650 by the 
completion of twelve locks, which made the Wey navigable from Guildford 
to the Thames. In 1760 the navigation was extended to Godalming. Finally  
a cross-country link joined the Wey and Arun system s in 1813. Guildford 
obtained the right to levy a toll of one penny per ton of m erchandise. Even 
in 1776 when the navigation only extended som e four m iles upstream , 17, 000 
tons of goods passed through the town. By the early 19th Century, £200 a year
3
was accruing to Corporation funds.* More importantly, the navigation
enabled bulk agricultural products to be transported to Guildford for sa le .
During this period the town's m arkets served som e forty p arish es, throughout
4
the whole of the Hundreds of Woking, Godalming and Blackheath. * Large  
quantities of tim ber, m eal, malt and lim e were also conveyed to the 
m etropolis by barges capable of holding over forty tons. On the return
5
journey they carried coal and building m ateria ls .*
r
Yet a position in a centre of communications was not without its  problem s 
for som e sections of the community . B illeting was of particular concern  
to the town's publicans. A petition, demanding the erection of barracks 
in the Borough, was sent to Parliam ent in 1779. "Barracks are conveniences
*1 Aubrey History of Surrey , 1718, Vol 3. p. 314. The Onslows 
subscribed £800 towards the estim ated cost of £3,400. The initial 
money raised, however, fe ll alm ost £ 1,000  short of the target.
*2 Aubrey op cit Vol 3 p. 314.
*3 Report on Municipal Corporations (1833) p. 2874.
*4 Poor Law papers Dec. 1835 Public Record Office MH 12/12332.
*5 R ussell op cit p. 9.
FIGURE THREE 
Surrey Transport System
about 1830
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known to many parts of this Island" t he petitioners argued. "No
situation in Great Britain requires them more than Guildford for they
would enable the town to bear the constant Burthens of the Itinerant
1
Soldiers and Sailors with Cheerfullness and without regret. "* Fourteen  
publicans were said to have been forced out of business in the previous three 
or four years. But when the government actually proposed to erect 
barracks in 1793, reactions differed, revealing a split within the local 
bourgeoisie. The innkeepers were naturally strongly in favour of the 
schem e. Their apologist considered that "one Regiment of H orse alone 
must expend £10,000  a year wherever they are, which money must circulate  
and find its  way into the pockets of every individual in the Town-."*
Opponents of the barracks, the w riter named as "Attornies, C lergy, Medical 
Gentlemen and a few enem ies of our worthy Lord Lieutenant" (George 1st 
Earl of Onslow). However the "inhabitants and housekeepers" of Guildford
3
expressed great alarm at the proposals in a petition to the Com m ons.*
Apart from the socia l division it revealed, the episode is  a lso  interesting
because of the grounds on which objections to the schem e were based. The
petitioners contended that Guildford’s trade was no longer thriving and that the
high cost of living would make life  difficult for the ordinary so ld ier,
"Guildford",, it was claim ed, "though an ancient and populous and heretofore
great manufacturing town is  now a place of no great trade and the several
P arish es therein burthened with a very numerous Poor that the n ecess itie s
of life  have of late years been in general purchased at a very excessiv.e
price whereby the estate of the Poor has been attended with much d istress and 
4
affliction,"* The petitioners were at pains to em phasise "the many hard­
ships, d istress and (it is  to be feared) d iseases of the private so ld ier  in a 
place of such excessive  expense for provisions which his daily pay w ill not 
suffice to procure . . ." Behind their reasoning lay the fear that the w ives 
and children of the poorest sold iers would increase the burden of the poor 
rates. The cost of living in Guildford may well have been higher than in 
nearby towns. In 1831, for instance, though there were fewer houses in 
Guildford than in Godalming Guildford still had twice as many houses worth
*1 D. L. P ow ell: "Billeting in Surrey in the 17th and 18th Centuries".
Surrey Archaelogical Society Collections (SAS). Vol XXVII p. 129.
*2 P oster  SAS P F/G FD /155.
*3 Squibs CPL.
*4 Ibid.
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£10 a year as its  neighbour.'*- Yet claim s that Guildford was a lso  a
"place of no great tr a d e ," would seem  to be a case  of over-statem ent. With
the dem ise of the cloth trade, the town had indeed declined aS a manufacturing
centre but there is  no evidence to suggest that the volume of other goods
handled by the Borough was in decline as w ell. Certainly in 1804, William
Bray considered Guildford to be in a "flourishing condition". * His opinion
was confirmed by both official reports on the Borough and Corporation in
the early 1830’s . The first of these reported: "The general appearance
of Guildford is that of a w ell conditioned, wealthy place; which im pression  is
confirmed by all inquiries which we made. It is  certainly flourishing and
may be expected to expand, chiefly in the P arish  of Stoke."* The 1833
C om m issioners remarked on the fact that there had been no m ore than two
bankruptcies and five creditors' com positions in the town during the previous 
4thirty y e a r s .* There were lim its , however, to the Borough’s affluence,
as indicated by the large debt incurred by the Corporation over the new Corn
Exchange in 1818. Public donations fe ll far short of the sum required to
construct a new wheat house on the site  of the Tunns Inn, forcing the Guild
5Merchant to borrow £ 2 ,6 0 0 .*  But the erection in the High Street of such 
an im posing building, with its im pressive frontage of Portland stone 
supported by four Etruscan p illars, was indicative of the continued importance 
of trade to the town. As Piggott’s Gazette c ommented in 1840: "The town
retail trade is very extensive, rarely Subject to adverse fluctuations, and 
derives m aterial support from the great thorough-fare position of the* town. ."* 
Even at a tim e of agricultural depression in 1830, for instance, Guildford's 
tradesm en had few er complaints about lack of custom than m ost other towns 
in Surrey.*^
*1 In Guildford these numbered 331 out of 657 dwellings; in Godalming
about 140-150 out of 836. (F igures from C om m issioners reports on 
Municipal Corporations (1833) and from those on the Proposed Division  
of Counties & Boroughs (1832)).
*2 Manning and Bray op cit Vol I p . 33.
*3 Borough C om m issioners 1832 op cit Vol III part I p. 39.
*4 Corporations Report 1832 op cit p. 2876.
*5 Ibid p. 1874.
*6 P iggotts Pocket Gazette of England (1840) p. 447 .
*7 George Sm allpiece in evidence to se lec t Committee on Agriculture
PP 1833 Vol V p. 614. Explaining why Guildford was "a flourishing  
town, " he said "We have an excellent m arket, one of the best m arkets 
in England, and there is  a constant thouroughfare."
During the 1850’s , however, Guildford econom ically tended to stagnate.
The railway link with London, which had opened in 1845, had greatly curtailed
the canal traffic but had; brought no im m ediate beneficial effects in
compensation*"*" At first, fqr instance, new job opportunities were lim ited ,
with a station staff of only six  in 1847. The town, surrounded by the estates
of the Onslows, Austens and Molyneux offered little  scope for building
development.* Betw;een 1851 and 1861 the Borough’s population increased
by a m ere six ty -seven . R u ssell's  view was that
"Guildford is  now principally famous as an Agricultural 
emporium and derives m ost of its importance from  
that source. Its grain market has supplanted the 
wollen mart; its celebrity as a clothing town has 
passed  away; of its manufacture only the name rem ains; 
and even its  boasted thoroughfare seem s on the decay. "*3
However, the 1860's inaugurated a m ore prosperous era for the town, and
population growing by 651, to stand at 5, 553 by 1871. The W est Surrey Tim es
in October 1861 remarked that the building trade was moving out of a
stagnant period: "superior houses" were being constructed near the London
Road; another sm all development was going ahead near the centre of the town;
and a public hall and a ss iz e  courts were also being erected. The following
year the County Hospital project was begun and St. Mary's Church restored .
But the m ost important single development was a speculation by Thomas
Jenner S e lls , a doctor, m agistrate and twice mayor of the Borough. He
bought a large area of land at the eastern end of the town in 1862, a housing
■ ■ 4  . •
estate (named Charlotteville after his wife) being the final resu lt.*  In 1884,
the Surrey A dvertiser reported that som e eighty houses a year w ere now
5being built in the Borough, and that 1, 000 had been constructed sin ce  1866.*  
During the latter half of the century, over forty new streets were la id , chiefly  
in the Woodbridge and Stoke roads area to the north of the town. There 
were few improvem ents to the south of the High Street. The fire-en g in e house, 
public h a lls, Congregational Church, P ost Office and P olice  Station w ere all 
erected in North Street, with St. Saviour's Church and a Unitarian Chapel 
being built c lose  by. The m ost significant project, completed in 1882, was
*1 D. M, Stevens in Guildford : A Retrospect ed E. Bonner (1900)p. 9.
*2 According to the Domesday Book of land ownership in 1873, the Austens 
•possessed 3,621 a cres, the Molyneux 2,406 acres and the Onslows 6,562  
acres in Surrey, excluding heaths and commons.
*3 G. W. & J. R ussell op cit. 1845 ed.
*4 A dvertiser 8th March 1884. ~ •
*5 Sells bought the land from William Edmund Elkins, a loca l brew er and 
leading Conservative on the Corporation.
the construction of a new bridge over the river near the station, promoted  
by Lord Onslow.
Though a great expansion of the Borough took place after 1860, the evolution 
from a rural to a suburban type economy had not been completed by 1900.
True enough, the railway had acted as an agent of change, providing employ­
ment and stim ulating the development of both loca l serv ices and the building 
industry. The staff at the town's station had increased from six  in 1847 to 
140 by 1897 and a contract for water with the Council in 1884 had necessita ted  
a large increase in reservo ir  and pumping capacity. In 1881, 77 passenger  
and 33 goods trains entered Guildford each week-day, the daily .number of 
passengers totalling 1, 000. *  ^ Yet "not all;, perhaps not even the m ajority  
were com m uters, for the serv ice  was still geared to the needs of rural 
travellers and the London shopper, rather than those of the c ity  office
worker . . . The long distance commuter did not em erge until the 1890's or
„ 2 • 
even la ter . * Obviously, however, Guildford's modern role as a residential
commuting town and a shopping centre for all West Surrey, was foreshadowed
in the latter decades of the 19th Century. In 1870 a local directory gave
the first clear indication of the function the town was adopting when it
stressed  the advantages of Guildford as a rail centre: "City men may find
in the suburbs of Guildford elegant residences within easy distance of their
3place of b u sin ess. "* This tendency was confirm ed by the opening of a new
line to London via Surbiton, designed to serve  those who worked in the
capital. The A dvertiser, in commenting on the plans in .1880, rem arked
on the "loss of time" and "expense" for people in the City having to change 
4at W aterloo.* Guildford as a dormitory for London became one of the 
major attractions em phasised in the Borough's se lf-ad vertisem en ts. In 1889 
The Tim es brought out a guide to "Our County Town". The brochure's main 
purpose was apparent from its la st section entitled "Suitable Building Sites" and 
was fully revealed in an accompanying plan which indicated areas available  
for development. These happened to coincide with land that Lord Onslow, 
Lieutenant-Colonel Godwin-Austen and Mr. More Molyneux had for sa le .
*1 Major Marindin R .E . "Report on the Condition of Guildford Station"
PP 1881, 81, pp 185-186.
*2 British A ssociation paper 1976 p. 25.
*3 Quoted by Chamberlain op cit p. 14.
*4 A dvertiser 27th November 1880. . «—• -
Residents in London were urged to build houses accordingly.
"The town has not in the past attracted to it so large a 
residential population as its exceptionally varied and 
numerous attractions should enable it fairly to claim" 
said the publisher . It was felt that there existed "a 
lack in and around the town of houses of medium s ize  
calculated to m eet the requirem ents of such a c la ss  as 
Guildford and its neighbourhood attract. "*1
But that commuters had emerged as a recognisable section of;the community,
was apparent from the rem arks of Alderman Allen at a Council debate over
the re-sitin g  of the cattle-m arket. It was suggested that those objecting to
the site  in North Street were the ones who would be making no financial
contribution to the cost of moving the market.
"These gentlem en," Allen claim ed, "principally consist 
of the c la ss who daily drive to the station to go to 
London and, as a rule, the majority of that c la ss bring 
back with them all the n ecess itie s  of life  from London 
instead of giving their support to the tradesm en of 
Guildford. "*2
The years before the 1st World War, saw Guildford firm ly established  
as a residential and commuting centre. By 1925, a town brochure felt 
obliged to point out that
"Guildford is  something m ore than a suburban dormitory 
for tired city w orkers. Its High Street . . .  is  famed for  
m iles around as one of the very best shopping centres in 
the South. "*3
In the sam e way as the em ergence of la rg e -sca le  commuting was just 
over the horizon in 1900, the advent of light industry had a lso  not quite 
arrived. The 1871 census indicates that Joseph B illing, a printer, with 74 
em ployees, was easily  the largest individual employer in Guildford. The 
next largest concerns were those of William Smith who employed 47 
workmen in his building trade and Silas Taunt'on whose brewery employed 38. 
Two other builders, Thomas Polland and Richard N yejiad a labour force  
of 25 and 24 respectively . Of the High Street bu sin esses, the biggest w ere  
Thomas G ill's ironm ongers shop with 22 assistants and W illiam P im m 's  
furniture concern with 25 workers. Discounting two farm s which happened to 
come within the Borough boundary and provided employment for 53 individuals, 
other business were sm all, the mode for s iz e  of w ork-force being 3 .
* 1 Our County Town p . 18 .
*2 A dvertiser 2 5th August 1893.
*3 Old World Guildford (1925) p. 21.
Table 8 : Pattern of Employment in Guildford, 1871.
Numbers Employed In 
One B usiness *1.
I-5  
6- 10
I I - 2 0  
21-30  
31-50 
Over 50
Numbers of B usinesses
31
18.
5
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Two establishm ents in particular, did not develop into light industrial 
concerns until after 1900. The Gates brothers, who owned a grocery shop 
in the High Street, only employed six  assistants in 1871, but were quick to 
recognise the potential value of the mechanical cream  separator in 1885.
It was not until after the turn of the century, however, that the production 
of baby food began under the brand name of "Cow and Gate1'.*  Sim ilarly, 
the Dennis brothers began with a High Street shop assem bling b icycles in 
1895, progessing to cars in 1901 and finally to sp ecia list com m ercial 
vehicles from 1913 onwards. By the latter date they had become the biggest
3
employer of labour in the Borough. * In this way the town economy em erged  
as part of a suburban economy radiating from London. Guildford had made 
the transition from being basically  the county town of Surrey, centre of its  
own empire , to a role in the m ainstream  of national life , as a subsidiary  
of London.
*1 Discounting the owner but including his fam ily where indicated on 
census as em ployees. . wl_.
*2 The Cow and Gate Story Anon (1959).
❖ 3 Why Dennis - And How R. Tw elvetrees and P . Squire (1945).
b) Social and Religious Divisions in Guildford in the 19th Century
In 1801, Guildford's total population only numbered 2, 634. Yet despite 
the intim acy of such a sm all, compact community, society  was divided by 
sharp religious and political distinctions. In 1838, W illiam Poulter, a land- 
agent with a business in the High Street, complained that Many proposition  
to be acceptable in Guildford must emanate from a Tory, and I happen to be 
a Whig. To be other than both Tory and Anglican was never really  
respectable for m ost of the century; Henry Peak, an architect, was quick 
to appreciate the situation when he moved to the town in 1851.
"I had only been a very short tim e in Guildford," he  
wrote, "when I learned that to be respectable or 
prosperous, or in fact to be anybody at a ll, one needs 
to be Conservative - or Tory as then more properly  
named - and I soon discovered that the ruling powers 
of the town were alm ost entirely that way. Indeed the 
Corporation was a body recruited exclusively from one 
s id e . "*2
Even after the repeal of the Corporation Act in 1828, this "one sid e” a lso  
tended to be Anglican.
In 1800, Nonconformity in Guildford was at a low ebb. A newcom er to the 
town in 1810 te lls  how she "joined a destitute and feeble band of M ethodists
3
consisting alm ost entirely of som e so ld iers and their w ives. "* Presum ably  
such m eetings continued at least until the demolition of the barracks in 1818, 
but nothing m ore is  known about these few M ethodists until 1822, when a 
Mr. Jam es Horne came to Normandy and pioneered the Guildford circu it. In 
1828, when the first serv ices were actually held in the town, Horne was co ­
operating with just one person, the only Methodist he could find in the Borough. 
Sim ilarly there were som e 120 Catholic refugees in the town during the
1790's, but like the so ld iers , they did not become a permanent facet of the
4 'community e ither.*  By the mid 19th Century there was only one practising
*1 Letter to Poor Law C om m issioners, July 1838 PRO MH 12/12332.
*2 Henry Peak: R ecollections and A ctivities as Mayor of Guildford Book
E Ch. XX p. 401. GL. In manuscript form , these 16 volum es were  
written by Peak at the end of the 19th Century in the latter years of his 
life . Though a personal record, his m em oirs form a valuable source  
of information about the town's p o litics. (Peak became Borough 
Surveyor in 1864 and Mayor in 1899. H ejvas a Liberal and an Anglican). 
*3 Quoted in Surrey Tim es Centenary Supplement p. 12 .
*4 Diary of an dmigre priest from Normandy, Father Goudemety who
visited  Guildford in the I790's. Quoted in W illiamson The P rogress ol 
pnit o jp Work A ’omul flHil qi'nrtl.
Catholic remaining in the Borough. A m ission  in Guildford was ultim ately  
started in 1856 by Father Joseph Sidden from the neighbouring hamlet of 
Sutton. *'*’ Other dissenting sects  were equally weak. At the c lo se  of the 
18th Century, the Quaker m eetings at Guildford were being very poorly 
attended. "Truth reigned though things are very  low there, " wrote a Friend  
in 1793.* With help from the larger band of Friends at Godalming, an ew  
m eeting-house was constructed at Guildford in the years 1804-1807. But 
by 1835 there were insufficient numbers of Quakers in Guildford for the 
monthly m eeting to continue there. Union with the Dorking and Horsham
3
m eetings followed in 1841. * The extent of .the Congregationalists'
weakness in the town at the turn of the Century is  indicated by their reliance
upon the Rev. Nehemiah Ring of Godalming for occasional m inistrations.
When he died in 1799, the Guildford m eeting-house was c losed  entirely. A
few people continued to worship in a private room, until the Surrey M ission
intervened in 1801. A new chapel opened the following year, but it was
another decade before.the congregation began to grow again. Under the
pastorate of the Rev. Stephen P ercy  from 1811 to 1859, attendances increased,
4necessitating various extensions to the chapel.*
But it was during the 1860's that the Congregationalists enjoyed a marked
increase in m em bership, co-inciding with the pastorship of the Rev. Jphn
Hart. Significantly the latter was very much a political anim al. Peak called
him .
"almost as keen a politician as a preacher; he desired  
good men in the council, and I am glad he lived long enough 
to see  the reward of his labours in this direction. *5
But Hart could hardly be accused of neglecting his spiritual functions . During
his,m in istry from 1861 to 1888, the Guildford church grew to 500
communicants and the Sunday School to nearly 1, 000 strong. H art's first two
years at Guildford saw the raising of £3,200 and the opening of a new chapel
in September 1863 . M oreover in the v illages around, six  old chapels were
reconstructed while three-new ones built on the outskirts of the Borough - Eydes
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Hill in 1862 , Merrow in 1876 and Stoughton in 1892* This expansion would
*1 Ibid p. 15. •
*2 Quoted by T. W. Marsh : Some Records of the Early Friends in Surrey
and Sussex (1886) p. 15.
*3 Ibid p. 44.
*4 J. Waddington Surrey Congregational History * 1866 p .213.
*5 Peak G p. 520.
*6 E. E. Cleal : The Story of Congregationalism in Surrey p. 391 (1908)
seem  to have occurred as a result of conversion, rather than through 
im m igration into the Guildford area. An indication of the vitality  of local 
Congregationalism at the end of the century is  provided in the description of 
the Sunday School fete , by an old local preacher J. Alfred Kaye.
MThe annual sum m er festival was an inspiring and 
wonderful sight. The school formed up in the North 
Street, the column extending the whole length of the 
street. At the head was the Chief Constable and P o lice  
O fficers out of compliment to the m oral work achieved
by the school; behind them came the stalwart banner
holders and at the rear were waggons carrying infants.
At Shalford Park a full programme of sports would be 
carried out . . . and the hom e-com ing with 1,000 
voices led  by a good band singing the Doxology, was 
an act of Christian w itn esses. It was vigorous 
Christianity that influenced the whole life  of Guildford. M*1
Such was the growth of the Sunday School that new p rem ises were opened, 
in September 1884 at a cost of £5,400. Hart was also active in the anti­
drink campaign and spoke at the serv ice  to mark the laying of the first  
stone of the Guildford Temperance Hall.
Table 9: Guildford 1851 Religious Census
Attendances 30th March Average Attendance in 
Morning Afternoon Evening preceding 12 months
_________________ Morning Afternoon Evening
Independent Chapel 126 164 -
(Congre gationalist) *(136 122 - ) -  ' -
Providence Chapel 70 _ 60 _ _
(Calvinistic) *(136 - • -  ) - ' - -
W esleyan Chapel 200 - 250 - -
*( 50 - ) - ■ - -
Baptist Chapel 102 100 78 - -
Particular (Strict) 35 38 32 40 30 35Baptists
Catholic Apostolic 30 - 30
(serv ices held in an ordinary house; in the rem arks column the comment: 
"We protest against any Sectarian name or being c la ssified  with D issenters  
from the Church of England).
Continued . . .
* ( . . . )  Sunday Scholars
*1 J. A. Kaye Early Days of Rural Nonconformity around Guildford in
connection with Guildford C ongregational Church p. 5.
Attendances 30th March Average Attendance in
Morning Afternoon Evening preceding 12 months
Morning Afternoon Evening
Chapel of House of 116 120 120 120Correction
Chapel of the 122Guildford Union
*( 81 ■ - - )
Society of Friends 9 5
St. Mary's 387 Alternates 566 400 500
With Holy .
Trinity
*( 83 - - 83 104 -
Holy Trinity 492 416 _
*(108 137 - )
St. N icholas 380 360 400 370 * -
*( 65 42 -  ■ 60 40 -
"The average is  considerably sm aller  in,the winter months than in summer" - 
a reflection of the Church's rural catchment area.
The Temperance Rooms were also utilised  for worship by the P rim itive
M ethodists, who established them selves in the town during the 1860's . In
December 1873, the erection of a chapel was begun in Stoke F ie ld s . Of the
other dissenting bodies, the Quakers had dwindled to a m ere handful pf
m em bers by the 1850's. In the 1851 Religious Census, their total attendance
for the day was only fourteen. The congregations were far healthier at the
W esleyan and Providence Chapels, although no records rem ain for either
sect. The Providence Chapel was C alvinistic and was apparently built by the 
1
Huntingtonians.* None of the leaders of the W esleyan Chapel, such as 
Robert Geach (a Conservative so licitor) and W illiam Matthews (a printer  
and stationer) took an active part in town p o litics. The Unitarians, on the 
other hand, were very much an activ ist group. Originally the General Baptist 
Church, their strength lay mainly at Godalming and to the south of Guildford 
at Littleton and Artington, where the E llis  fam ily lived . Yeoman farm ers, 
all the E lli se s  were staunch Unitarians and played a leading role in erecting  
new chapels first at Godalming and then at Guildford in 1877. Edwin E llis
* ( . . .  ) Sunday Scholars.
*1 A Handbook to Guildford Gardner & Stent (1859) p.  106.
was one of the leading figures in the lo ca l Liberation Society which attacked 
the priv ileges enjoyed by the Anglican Church, thereby exciting the hostility  
of the Tory Surrey A d vertiser .*^ Antagonisms like this between rival 
religious and political groups, which cut vertically  through the c la ss structure, 
were m ore significant in Guildford than conflict between distinct social 
c la s se s .
For m ost of the 19th Century, the c la ss  struggle remained embryonic in the
town. No labour movement worthy of the name existed loca lly , the bulk of
the work force remaining unorganised throughout the century! In 1867, for
instance, two observers from the Reform League reported that "Trades
Societies may be said to have no organised existence in the town, and certainly
2no political influence."* Class consciousness on the part of the ordinary 
workers never progressed  beyond a fairly rudimentary stage. It is  
instructive, for instance that at election time shopkeepers were m ore 
concerned with pressure s from their upper c la ss  custom ers than with the 
fear of exclusive dealing (that only certain shops would be patronised) by 
the largely  unenfranchised w orkers. N either were there any widespread  
demands for revolutionary changes in the socia l structure. The loca l p ress  
only reported two strikes of any consequence in Guildford throughout the whole 
of the 19th Century. On both occasions m ost of the town's carpenters were 
involved, a demonstration at least of their occupational solidarity , even if 
not a reflection of c la ss  consciousness. This general industrial peace was 
partly a tribute to the superior industrial relations of the Guildford em ployers 
although for m ost of the period there were few large enterprises which might 
have provided a serious test of just how good these relations w ere. The 
workers generally seem  to have regarded their own in terests and those of 
the em ployers as being identical. Overtly anti-capitalist sentim ents were 
rarely, if ever, expressed . The collaborationist and non-radical character  
of the loca l labour force was fostered by contacts between the m asters and 
em ployees in such outside institutions as the various religious bodies. The 
churches, acting as social centres as well as p laces of worship, stood at the 
centre of community l ife  and encompassed an important role of so c ia l control.
*1 A dvertiser 25th November 1878.
*2 J. B. Leno and W. C. W orley, Reform League Report, George Howell 
Collection, B ishopsgate's Institute.
Apart from the c le r ic s , whose economic involvement in town life  was 
not significant, the leading figures of the Borough's religious life  were 
also  its business, political and social lea d er s . Doubtless this common 
leadership engendered a sense of unity within the town, despite the community's 
socia l divisions.
At the base of the socia l hierarchy were the unskilled w orkers. The poorer 
c la sse s  lived  in the back street garrets , the labyrinth of buildings behind the 
High Street and North Street and the low -lying section of the town to the 
west.**' At the very apex of Guildford society'w ere Lord Grantley and Lord 
Onslow whose fam ilies, along with m em bers of the local gentry and squire­
archy, generally provided the Borough M Ps. The Nortons and Onslows also  
usually filled  the offices of High Steward and Recorder, reflecting both 
their positions as patrons of the town and their se lf-in terest in the Borough's 
Parliam entary representation. Intimately involved in these political 
machinations was an exclusive group from amongst the bourgeoisie, com prised  
of su ccessfu l business and professional men. They, along with other 
affluent reta ilers and professionals, m onopolised m ost of the buildings 
fronting the High Street. The wealthy a lso  had new residences constructed  
on the fringes of the town on the London and Portsmouth roads. In the 
middle of the socia l ladder stood the large group of petty bourgeoisie, composes 
of tradesm en and sm all em ployers, along with sm all shopkeepers and 
craftsm en. Such artisans occupied properties off the main thoroughfares, 
especia lly  on the north side of the town.
Unfortunately the early censuses give no details of the town's occupational
m ake-up. The 1801 census sim ply l is ts  twenty-eight persons as being
engaged chiefly in agriculture and 582 as being concerned with trade,
2
manufacture or handicrafts, out of a total population of 2 634.* Ten years  
later the population had increased by 340. F orty-six  fam ilies were  
concerned with agriculture, 434 with trade and manufacture and 116 with
3
other job s.*  Between 1821 and 1831 the town saw a higher rate of growth, 
with its  numbers rising  by 763 . At the sam e tim e the number of fam ilies  
engaged in trade and the crafts went up from 417 to 464, w hilst those engaged
*1 See F ig . Four.
*2 Population A bstracts, 1801, p. 355.
*3 Ibid, 1811, p. 330.
in agriculture decreased from 50 to 35. * But as far as general- 
occupational groupings are concerned, population changes between 1813 
and 1833 were not substantial enough to affect the overall picture of the 
Borough's w ork-force that em erges from a broadly based occupational 
analysis derived from the baptismal records of the G uildfordparishes.
Though this sample provides only a rough guide to the probable occupational 
make-up of the Borough, it is  worth noting that the full details of the town's 
w ork-force, available for the first tim e in the 1841 census . are not d issim ilar  
to the findings of the survey.
2
Table 10 : Occupational Make-up of the Guildford Borough* (Percentages)
1813-18 1818-23 1823-28 1828-33 1841 Census
Class 1 3 1 2 0 . 5 1
Gentlemen
Class 2 8 10 8 9 9
P rofession s
Class 3 20 20 19 19.5 24
R etailers
Petty Entrepreneurs
C lass 4 38 37 38 37 42
Craftsmen
C lerical
C lass 5 31 31. 34 34 24 \
Labour
1 N = 329 N = 339 N = 364 N = 334 N = 563
With a franchise basically  representing property and not people, the Borough's 
electorate showed marked differences from this general picture of town 
society . Taking the la st election prior to the first Reform Act, it is  
apparent that relative to their numbers, the upper sections of the Community 
were grossly  over-represented . C onversely, very few of the unskilled .
.*1 Ibid, 1821 and 1831.
*2 The baptismal records of the three P arish  Churches beginning in 1813
indicate the occupation of the child's father. No account has been 
taken of any socio-econom ic bias in the sample which is  obviously 
taken from just one religious denomination. (Agricultural labourers from 
outside the Borough have distorted the sta tistics of C lass 5 .)
w orkers p o ssess  the vote. Although they accounted for alm ost a third of 
the town's adult m ales, they p o ssessed  a m ere 3% of the total vote. Only 
the numbers enfranchised from amongst the large middle section of 
reta ilers , craftsm en and petty entrepreneurs corresponded approximately to 
their standing in the town as a whole. Indeed, on the eve., of Reform , these  
electoral inequalities were marginally greater than they had been at the 
beginning of the century. In particular the labour vote had previously  
alm ost reached 8%. The immediate effect of the 1832 Act was m erely to 
turn the clock back to the position three decades before, when the inequalities 
were slightly le s s  marked. (See Table below).
Table 13; Comparison of Borough Population and E lectorate (Percentages)
Census of E lections of: -
1806 1831 1835
Gentlemen 1 n 8 6
P rofessions 6 8 10 10
Subprofessions 3 2 3 3
R etailers 13 16 17 17
Petty Entrepreneurs 10 15 10 14
Submanagers 1 1 1 2
Craftsmen 38 36 44 38
Clerical 4 3 4 2
Labour 24 8 3 9
N=563 N=191 N=163 N=338
,j>  u  »  t e r
FIG U R E 4
HOUSING & O C CU PATIO N A L CLASS IN GUILDFORD (1851)
c) Guildford Town and Borough P o litics in 1800
Up to 1835, the town and its trade was adm inistered by the Guild Merchant.
The p rec ise  origins of the latter are obscure, but by the m id-13th Century,
this body of Approved Men was already of sufficient importance to be used
as a model for the Guild that Kingston-upon-Thames established in 1255.*^
The Corporation consisted of the High Steward, Recorder, Town Clerk,
Mayor and an indefinite number of bailiffs, who in practice numbered
about 30. Those who had served as Mayor were styled alderm en or
2
m agistrates, but were not invested with any particular function.* Two 
aldermen were elected Justices of the P eace whilst the Mayor acted as 
chief m agistrate. The Mayor was elected on the first Monday in October 
from amongst the m agistrates. When there were fewer than eight of these  
alderm en, then a bailiff was chosen as Mayor. Voting was open, a motion
3
in favour of the ballot being defeated at a m eeting on 30th September 1830.*
A new bailiff was also  elected annually from amongst those qualifying for the 
post as rate-paying resident householders. Though the M ayor, as head of 
the Guild Merchant, was granted certain perquisites, such as the to lls on 
the corn m arkets, the office was hardly a means of making m oney. For the 
right to receive the m arket to lls of £170-200 a year, for instance, he paid 
the Corporation £150. In addition the Mayor paid the sa lar ies  of severa l 
minor o ffic ia ls . More significantly, corporate celebration was a feature of 
the Guild's activ ities. These custom ary feastings cost the Mayor £150 
annually. There were substantial fines if anyone, on being elected , declined 
to take office. Such custom s perpetuated the tendency towards a sm all ruling 
clique, for only the rich could afford the feasting or the heavy fine in lieu . 
Consequently in 1800 the body of Approved Men echoed the economic and 
socia l position of an 4lite  of wealthy businessm en, bankers and professional 
men, the owners of large amounts of property who took it in turn to be M ayor.
*1 W illiamson op c itp .1 0 . .
*2 Corporation Report op cit p. 2871.
*3 Court Book op cit. The only important positions filled  by a wider
popular vote - of townspeople paying scot and lot - were half of the 
Church Warden posts, the respective clergym en appointing the 
other three Wardens.
During the century two individuals of particular importance stand out - 
W illiam Sparkes, in his tim e called'the .."King of Guildford" and Dodsworth 
Hay don, who succeeded him as the unofficial leader of the loca l Tory 
party. Both were bankers.
Because it was a se lf-e lec tiv e  body, with new m em bers being created when
n ecessary , the town's Corporation was susceptible to outside control.
Between the Restoration and 1832, m em bers of the landed aristocracy were
m ore actively concerned in English municipal politics than at any other
period. This activity was not a ltru istic, since the association generally
grew out of a p e e r s1 parliamentary interest in a borough where the
corporation controlled, either directly or indirectly, the parliam entary  
1elections.*  In Guildford the Guild Merchant p o ssessed  the power to
manipulate elections in various ways, though not all of these m eans w ere
exercised . An obvious method was through the right to create honorary
freem en, but in fact the 1833 Com m ission reported that only six  new freem en
2had been made in the previous 50 y ea rs .*  P ossib ly  there was never either  
the desire or the need to indulge in such a blatant manipulation of the electoral 
p ro cesses . In any case , if  the number of voters was kept relatively  restricted , 
a favourable electoral balance could be maintained and the Corporation's 
influence could have its maximum effect. Local charities, for instance, 
were som etim es used for electioneering purposes: the 1710 E lection petition  
among other things alleged that one voter was bribed with money from the 
town's fund for poor apprentices, whilst another elector was sim ilarly
3
prom ised £30 of charitable funds by "six or seven of the M agistrates".*
Above a ll, the Guild Merchant elected the Mayor, who act ed as returning 
officer when contested elections occurred. His power to admit or reject 
votes tendered by electors with dubious qualifications made him the arbiter  
of c lose  contests. The role of returning officer was especia lly  important 
because of Guildford's complex franchise. It w as, to use O ldfield's words 
"of a very peculiar kind, and differs from all others in the kingdom, being
4in the freem en and freeholders paying scot and lot, and resident in the town."*
*1 Porritt op cit Vol I p. 81.
*2 Report on Corporations op cit p. 2873. (In 1833 there were 83 resident
freem en in the Borough).
*3 Journals of the House of Commons 1710 Vol XIV p. 471.
*4 Oldfield op cit (1792) Vol ill p. 21.
In 1768, for example, George Onslow (later first Earl) became Mayor,
apparently as a means of consolidating the fam ily in terest in the face of Sir.
F letcher Norton's incursion into Guildford politics at the end of 1766.
There seem s no other explanation of why a man of George's standing - he
was a friend of George III and had been created Baron Cranley - should
have fulfilled the duties of Mayor. It cannot have been sheer coincidence
that 1768 a lso  saw a contested election in the Borough. What in effect
happened was that the Corporation acted as the sub-agents of the Borough's
aristocratic patrons. Oldfield a sser ts that the Corporation was in the
interest of Lord Onslow, "who has very lib erally  provided for severa l of
them in different departments under government11. *  ^ Robert Harrison, one
of the alderm en, was named as holding the position of "patent land-waiter
2in the port of London. *
A good insight into the relationship of Lord Onslow v is -a -v is  the Corporation, 
is  given by two letters which Onslow wrote to the Town Clerk, Thomas 
Sibthorpe in 1782, about the possib le dissolution of Parliam ent. The 
first le tter , a covering note for the second m ore form al one, was addressed  
to Sibthorpe personally. It em phasised how much Onslow relied  on him  
in looking after the fam ily in terest in Guildford. Onslow a lso  reassured  
Sibthorpe as to the propriety of the la tter's ro le , stressin g  how the Onslow
3
interest and the in terests of the town coincided.* In the other form al le tter , 
intended for general circulation within the Corporation, Onslow made.known 
his ambition for his eldest son Thomas to become MP for Guildford in the 
event of a dissolution. Having asserted  that he would not w ish to im pose a 
choice of representative on the Borough's e lectors sim ply through the force  
of prestige, George added: -
"You know I have long thought the Peace and best in terests  
of Guildford are secured to them by their choosing their  
Representatives out of the Houses of Clandon and Wonersh, 
and I think so s till. " R eserving the right to decide which of 
his fam ily should offer them selves to the Borough for 
election, George said, "I presum e not to go any further 
but must desire all my friends may be made acquainted 
with these sentim ents and thoroughly understand that any 
proposition except that of Mr. T. Onslow and Mr. F letcher  
Norton jointly, is  made independently of m e, against (in my
*1 Oldfield op cit, 1792 ed, Vol 3 p. 21.
*2 Ibid 1816 ed, Vol 4 p. 593.
*3 L etter dated 9th April 1782, GM.
opinion) the in terests both of the town and fam ily, 
and as such I advise m ost heartily against i t . " The 
nomination of the two candidates concerned would "add 
very much to the long lis t  of obligations which I think 
m yself under to the town of Guildford. "*1
George Onslow's conclusion to the letter  is  particularly interesting as an
illustration of the uncertainty that existed as to what exactly constituted
fair, as opposed to undue, influence.
"I must repeat my hope that my interfering thus far 
(if it may be called interfering) cannot be thought 
wrong in me though a P eer , or going beyond the 
line which the candour and good sen ses of the House 
of Commons means to draw."
Lord Grantly had fewer scruples about manipulating the Corporation, when
his parliam entary interest was threatened in the 1790's . As the campaign
leading up to the 1790 contest began, controversy erupted over the contents
of the Poor Books, since to appear in them as a rate-payer was necessary
as part of the Borough's franchise. Although Lord Grantley c learly  interfered
2with the drawing up of the Poor Books,* what other machinations were' 
involved is  not so  apparent. He does, however, seem  to have packed the 
Corporation with his own nom inees at the tim e of the election of Mayor for  
1790. One Freem an, for instance, in a poster dated October 6th 1789, 
called upon the e lectors to a ssert their independence at the ensuing election, 
particularly because of the "infamous" proceedings of the previous evening.
". . . No tradesm en or old inhabitant could be found fit for  
their purposes; therefore in the m ost barefaced m anner, 
men have been foisted into your corporation, to do the 
dirty work of their m a sters , who have no more connexion 
with the Town than Lord G(rantley)'s Valet, Coachman, 
or other m enial servants:- these proceedings, a m ajority  
of the present Cats-Paw Corporation have been mean enough 
to submit to; but a great majority of E lections have already  
shown their determination to punish the'authors of these  
transactions. "*3
To whom exactly the author is referring is  not c lear. The Guild Merchant 
4Court Book* for October 1789 details four new appointments, all of whom
*1 Ibid.
*2 Full details in section on 1790 contest. .
*3 Squibs op cit C PL.
*4 Court Book GM B H /O C /l/1 3 . The Court Books contain the form al 
records of the m eetings of the Guild Merchant or Common Hall until 
the tim e of the Municipal Reform Act in 1835. They are so brief 
however, that scarcely  any indication is  given of the internal p o litics of 
the Corporation.
w ere undoubt ably Norton supporters, although it is  unlikely that any of
them were in Lord Grantley's employment in m enial positions. But the 
election of one, Isaac Hunter who did not live  in the town, was sufficiently  
controversial to cause at lea st one subsequent resignation from the 
Corporation.
Even after the 1790 election was over, Lord Grantley's relationship with
the Corporation continued to create b itterness. The election as Mayor of
one of his supporters - Richard Sparkes - who was only eighth in seniority
amongst the bailiffs was widely resented as representing a continuation of
the old system  of Norton domination. The other seven:bailiffs had not
voted for General Norton at the.election. What the annotated 1790 P oll
Book describes as "the majority of the leading inhabitants" together with the
defeated minority in the Corporation, boycotted the traditional entertainment
given by the new Mayor, 80 of them publicising their d issatisfaction by spending
1
the evening at the White Hart Inn.* But the Common Hall continued to
conduct its affairs in a biased manner. When a special m eeting inl793 passed
a bye-law  em phasising the n ecessity  of residence within the Borough as
a qualification for the office of Bailiff, those infringing the rule were
dealt with on the basis of their political allegiance and not on the m erits of
their case . In particular John Peche, a Norton supporter, was specifica lly
.2excluded in the motion from being expelled. *
E specially  as the local electorate only numbered 167 in 1790, the strength  
of aristocratic'influence meant that Guildford potentially represented a 
proprietary borough. The likelihood of this being the case was increased by 
the fact that the Parliam entary borough boundary was not coextensive with 
that of the town. P orritt, for instances, c ites Guildford as an example 
of a Parliam entary borough which had not extended with the growth of the 
community.* "Restrictions of the Parliam entary area of boroughs had 
far reaching effects on their electoral h is to r y ," Porritt sta tes. "It helps 
to explain why boroughs, where the vote was in the hands of the inhabitant 
householders fell under the control of the landed aristocracy alm ost as quickly
*1 1790 Poll Book pp 58-59.
*2 Court Book 1793 pp. 87-83.
*3 Edward Porritt The Unreformed House of Commons (1969) Vol I p. 32.
and as com pletely as the burgage or the corporation boroughs. " According 
to Oldfield, Guildford had not m ore than half its district and population 
within the lim its of the borough that chose the Members of Parliam ent. *'^
But Oldfield exaggerates this restriction . Out of a total population of 
4, 688 in 1831, there were only 945 individuals who lived in the town beyond
o
the borough boundary. * ’ N onetheless, with a restricted  Parliam entary area, 
Guildford was susceptible to control by anyone obtaining the larger  part 
of the property within the Borough. Sir Joseph Mawbey was concerned that 
"if the practice of purchasing houses should increase at Guildford, and any 
man be rich enough and willing to annihilate them from m otives Of easier  
management for election purposes, Guildford may become hereafter what 
Gatton i s . "*^
From the second half of the 18th Century according to Oldfield, the m ajority
■ 4of the freeholds were the property of Lord Onslow and Lord Grantley. *
Yet the p recise  number of freeholds which the two aristocrats owned or
controlled in Guildford is difficult to estim ate. An anti-Norton election
poster of 1790 asserted  that Lord Grantley bought old.houses and freeholds
to the value of many thousands of pounds during an unspecified period, in
.5
an attempt to reduce the Borough to "a disgraceful state of bondage".*
The extent of the Norton in terest in Guildford was revealed by the sa le  of
these estates in 1885. The properties offered for sale com prised the Guildford
castle  e sta te -c o n s is t in g  of ten houses in Quarry Street, two v illa  resid en ces,
the Bowling-Green public house and five cottages in C astle Street; nine business
prem ises in  the High Street; four cottages off from the High Street; the
Castle Public House in Farnham Road; and the undivided m oiety of the Red
Lion Inn. In 1841 these latter prem ises were worth £130 per annum in
rents, the High Street shops £293, the Castle Estate £132 and the rest £91.
The various properties were said to have been originally purchased by Lord
6Grantley in 1767, 1772 and 1777,* Unfortunately the surviving Surrey estate  
papers of the Norton family contain no record of transactions on such a sca le  
in the 18th century. Neither is the 1849 Tithe Map nor the Land Tax records
*1 Oldfield op cit 1816 ed Vol 4. p. 594.
*2 Borough C om m issioners 1832 op cit Vol 3 Part I p. 39.
*3 Gentleman’s Magazine May 1797 p. 380 (Gatton was a notorious pocket 
borough).
*4 Oldfield op cit 1792 ed. Vol 3 p. 21.
. *5 Squibs CPL.
*6 Advertisem ent for the sa le . W illiam son’s scrap-book SAS.
of much assistance in clarifying the situation. In 1790 the Nortons rented 
out 18 individual p ieces of property, but only three of their tenants p o ssessed  
a vote in the parliam entary elections. On the other hand, the Norton 
influence may have been increased through devious m eans. P ossib ly  freeholds 
which ultim ately belonged to Lord Grantley were recorded in the land tax  
returns as being in the p ossession  of other individuals, or lea ses  were 
tem porarily made over to individuals at election tim e. That som e such 
conveyancing did take place is  apparent from the fam ily records. In 1790 
one week before polling was due to take place; thirteen transactions were  
made in respect of Lord Grantley* s property. Yet of the individuals concerned, 
only one is  recorded as an elector in the 1790 P oll Books, the others m erely  
as ratepayers. The complete absence of other property deals in the years  
either side of 1790, suggests that these activ ities were a ploy to extend 
Lord Grantley*s influence. Why the manoeuvre should have m isfired  is  not 
clear. P ossib ly  steps were taken as at previous elections to stop this 
practice. In 1734, 1761 and 1768, the mayor had declared that he would not 
permit any persons to vote who had had freeholds conveyed to them for the 
occasion. A period of six  months tenure was fixed in 1734, whilst the 1761 
and 1768 voting was restricted  to those who were freeholders at the tim e the 
contest first became known. Temporary conveyancing in an election period  
to produce "faggot" votes was clearly  not accepted as legitim ate influence 
either, but Lord Grantley's dealings did not involve any such short-term  
division of large freeholds to create additional votes. Only one of the le a se s  
in the transactions was im m ediately conveyed back to the Nortons after the 
election.
Thus although potentially a pocket borough, Guildford at the opening of the 
19th Century is  probably better described as a "family" constituency, which 
Gash had defined as occupying a m id-way position between the proprietary  
borough and the independent one.*^ A fam ily borough would alm ost invariably  
return a m em ber of a particular fam ily, not m erely because of the influence  
of property but a lso  because of personal popularity and respect for the fam ily  
connection. Since 1660 this had been p recise ly  the situation as regards the 
On slows in Guildford. That the constituency was not sim ply a pocket borough
*1 N. Gash : P o litics in the Age of P ee l p. 193.
during the 18th Century, was shown by the way in which Lord Grantley
gained a share of the Borough's representation in 1768. George Onslow
told the Duke of Newcastle of how he had found him self with an insufficient
m ajority to carry two candidates and had therefore been forced to accept
Lord Grantley's proposition for the sharing of influence.** Subsequently
an Onslow and a Norton sat for the town. Oldfield too, speaks of the powers
of influence, rather than of nomination, when dealing with the two local
2aristocrats and the town's M P s.*  Neither does the tone of Lord Onslow's
letter to the Corporation in 1782 indicate a com pletely subservient 
. 3constituency.* George advises rather than dictates as to the choice of 
candidates and justifies his intervention at som e length. Such concern with 
the susceptib ilities of the Corporation beyond m ere p o liten ess, is  hardly 
consistent with the status of a proprietary borough. M oreover, at the sam e  
tim e, the town's "excellent constitution"*"* meant that this monopoly could be 
effectively challenged without inordinate expense , should the circum stances 
be favourable. Because the franchise was restricted  to those freem en and 
freeholders actually residing within the Borough, the cost of fighting an 
election at Guildford was very much reduced when compared with the vast 
m ajority of places where hereditary freem en did not lo se  their vote by
5
liv in g  away from the constituency.* Such a factor thus contributed to  making 
the Borough m ore independent (or at lea st m ore open), than might have been 
expected in relation to its  relatively sm all electorate and Parliam entary  
boundary. In particular the twenty years from 1790 to 1810 saw a sustained  
challenge to the established in terests. To this extent Guildford politics were  
more vigorous than might have been expected in a fam ily-type of borough.
*1 N ew castle Papers BM MSS 32979 pp 186-189. Letter to Rockingham, 
dated 11th January 1867.
*2 Oldfield op cit 2nd Ed. 1794 Vol 2 p .479 .
*3 L etter op cit GM.
*4 Joshua Wilson : A Biographical Index to the P resent House of
Commons (1808) p. 254.
*5 Halevy quotes, for example a contested election at Barnstable early
in the 19th Century costing from £10 , 000 to £13, 000 sin ce voters were
scattered throughout the land. (Ilalevy op cit Vol I p. 141.)
CHAPTER FOUR
The Struggle for Guildford's "Independence" 1790-1830.
a) The 1790 Guildford Election.
b) The 1796 Guildford Election.
c) The 1806 Guildford Election.
d) The 1807 Guildford Election.
e) The 1812 and 1818 Guildford E lections.
f) The 1830 Guildford Election.
P reface
During the period 1790-1830, three relative strangers to the Borough 
challenged the Norton in terest, exploiting the feeling that Guildford’s 
freedom and independence of election was in danger of being undermined by 
Lord Grantley. His domination of the town’s Corporation created a 
reservo ir  of discontent which George Sumner was able to tap at the contests 
of 1790, 1806 and 1807. The manipulation of the Guild Merchant was 
especially  resented on the occasions when the Borough's in terests w ere  
blatantly subordinated to those of the Nortons. In both 1790 and 1830’ 
Sumner defeated the Nortons and came within an ace of achieving the sam e  
feat in 1806 and 1807. At the intervening contests of 1796 and 1818, Lord  
Grantley was able to ward off the challenges to his in terest with relative  
ease. Both candidates on these occasions did not p o sse ss  Sum ner's 
political experience or prestige. M oreover, -dissatisfaction with the 
Nortons was at a relatively low ebb, and in 1796 especia lly , the Onslows 
found them selves under p ressu re.
a) The 1790 Guildford Election
1790 saw the first contested election in the Guildford Borough since  
1760. As the first su ccessfu l challenge to the Onslow-Norton 
hegemony, the election was the town's m ost significant contest of 
the 18th century . It began a se r ie s  of battles at the polls which 
threatened Lord Grantley's position. The power struggle was 
tem porarily resolved in 1807 when George Holme Sumner, having 
lo st to General Norton, entered Parliam ent as member for Surrey.
The opening m oves in the 1790 Election were made in March of the 
previous year. The first candidate in the field  was W illiam A ldersey, 
a local squire who owned Stoke Park just north of the town and who 
had been Sheriff of Surrey in 1784. He put h im self forward in a 
notice dated 20th March as a candidate who would in particular  
promote the "independence and welfare" of Guildford.** His notice  
was quickly followed by George Sumner's announcement that he too 
was entering the contest. The la tter , who had represented Ilchester  
since 17 87, underlined the parliam entary support he had given to 
P itt. George was m arried to the daughter of Colonel Charles Pem ble, 
the form er Commander-in-Chief at Bombay, whilst his father had 
am assed a fortune in India, having been a m em ber of the Bengal 
Council. Hence though he had not worked in India h im self, both 
G eorge's father and father-in-law  were nabobs. His own speeches 
in parliament defending Warren Hastings also  indicated his 
membership of the East India in terest.
The challenge from Aldersey and Sumner prompted an im m ediate 
response from supporters of the incumbent in terests. A circu lar from  
a Guildford freeholder on 23rd March voiced the opinion that the fam ilies , 
connections and principles of the two candidates might have entitled  
them to the electors' votes had not m em bers of the Onslow and Norton 
fam ilies been standing.** The w riter justified continued support for 
the Borough's two patrons in term s of their care and attention to the 
in terests of the town and its inhabitants. He concluded: "It is
Squibs op cit. C. P . L.
therefore hoped that the worthy e lectors of the Borough of Guildford 
will not be hasty in prom ising their votes; but that they will boldly 
step forth at a proper tim e, and gratefully aid the descendents of 
those Honourable F am ilies, who have ably guarded your priv ileges  
and so liberally  contributed to the prosperity of Guildford."
Such statem ents only served to fuel the controversy over electoral
influence. "A real independent elector" suggested that one
candidate (most likely  General Norton) should be confronted with
these b ills published by his supporters and asked "whether he avows
the slavish and unconstitutional principles contained therein". One
assertion  -  that the candidatures of the Onslows and Nortons would
always n ecessarily  be superior and m ore deserving of support than
anyone e lse 's  - was particularly objected to. "I trust therefore my
F ellow -E lectors, " said the w riter "that you w ill stand firm  in
asserting the undoubted right you derive from the Constitution, that
of choosing your own R epresentatives, and not tam ely suffer yourselves
to be dictated to; but step forth and give an honourable testim ony
that the genuine principles of INDEPENDENCE animate your b reasts ,
and convince the world, that you are worthy of the name of
1
ENGLISHMEN, and that you are indeed FREE. "* Finally another 
elem ent was introduced into the campaign, namely that of Chappie 
Norton's vote against P itt during the Regency c r is is , a vote which . .
apparently ran contrary to the P rincip les he had professed  at the 
1784 election. In contrast Tom Onslow had supported the adm inistration. 
"As it is  notorious that they acted in direct opposition to each other 
in the greatest Constitutional Question ever agitated in Parliam ent,"  
said the w riter, "it may be asked how the public could have been 
faithfully and effectively served by both". But Norton did have an 
apologist for his parliamentary record in "an ancient inhabitant and 
freeholder of the Borough," who argued that Norton had always voted  
in accordance with the town's w ishes when these were made known to 
him in good tim e. On the occasion in question, however, they had
* Squibs op cit.
not been im pressed  upon him . Consequently he attached no blame
to the General and considered him entitled to the continued support .
1of the constituency.*
Four days la ter  another poster appeared, addressed to "the free  
and independent ELECTORS of Guildford" appealing to sentim ents of 
"PUBLIC VIRTUE, PATRIOTISM and the LOVE OP LIBERTY" .* 1 
It highlighted what was to be the main issu e  of the election, the 
feeling on the part of many townspeople that the leve l of influence 
exercised  by the two local patrons on the borough's choice of 
representatives, had reached an unacceptable lev e l.
" . . .  it therefore behoves every E lector who is  a 
w ell-w isher to the LIBERTY and INDEPENDENCE 
of this town to stand forth and declare, that no 
character, however eminent or distinguished, 
shall control the E lectors in the Freedom  of Choice 
of their Representatives or shall presum e a Right 
may not be exercised  of emancipating this respectable 
borough from the shackles im posed on its L iberties  
by men whose chief aim is  obviously meant to preclude 
you for ever hereafter from asserting  your FREEDOM 
and INDEPENDENCE, and giving your free suffrages 
for ONE, at lea st of your Members to represent you 
in P arliam en t."
A rejoinder on a sim ilar  theme to this on behalf of the established  
in terests , was quickly circulated, giving another view of what 
constituted an independent election. The w riter argued that the best 
proof of electoral independence was to be found in the borough's 
choice of representatives who, through their distinguished character , 
independent principles and important connections, had effectively  
fostered the town's in terests. The author therefore hoped the current 
m em bers would not be rejected under "the pretence" of the town 
demonstrating its freedom of election. He concludes in relation  
to this prerogative:
Squibs op cit.
MI trust . . . we shall not be led  away to ABUSE it 
to our own detriment and discredit; by refusing  
their due weight and influence to experienced  
se rv ic es , and giving an unwarrantable preference  
to untried persons, apparently of le s s  ability to 
serve  the public or ou rselves."
The m ost significant notice of the election appeared on. April 5th, 
reading, in toto:
"Whatever reports may be circulated to the contrary, 
you may depend on it that the fam ilies of Onslow and 
Norton will not be united at the ensuing election, nor 
w ill the form er fam ily presum e to exert the sm allest  
influence in favour of the latter.
The truth of the above may be known by applying to 
Mr Skurray, who has received a letter  from Mr. Onslow 
to this effect. "*1 (Mr. Skurray was a loca l brewer who 
nominated Sumner at the election).
It was sound tactics for Onslow to d isassociate h im self from the Nortons, 
since it was already apparent both that the contest's main issu e  was 
going to centre on the Borough's lack of independence and that 
resentm ent on this score was principally directed against Lord 
Grantley. The Onslow interest was thus safeguarded. It is  p ossib le , 
however, that Lord Onslow would have taken such an action whatever 
course the election took, in view of the death of F letcher Norton,
1st Lord Grantley, on 1st January 1789. George Onslow had been forced  
to surrender the influence over one seat to him in 1767, and may w ell not 
have now felt h im self obliged to continue the c lose  partnership with 
Fletcher Norton's su ccesso rs . Still another factor which may have 
influenced Lord Onslow in denying electoral aid to Chappie Norton, was 
the latter's vote against Pitt in the Regency c r is is ,  Onslow being a 
government supporter. *
I. E. G inter has shown how, by the la ter  1780's , the Whig party had 
achieved a relatively high degree of organisation under the form al 
leadership of the Duke of Portland and the central direction of 
W illiam Adam. Through an examination of Adam's election plans
Squibs op cit.
as revealed in his surviving correspondence, Ginter concludes
that the 1790 elections were far more elaborately organised by the
parliam entary opposition than had been any previous election of the
century.** It is  perhaps indicative of the strength of the Onslow
influence in Guildford at this tim e, that Adam apparently made no
attempt to try and retain one of the Borough's seats for the Whigs. .
Yet possible rationales are numerous. Though the constituency is
never mentioned in his election correspondence, Adam did have som e
social contact at lea st with George Onslow. Writing to Adam on 16th
September, the Duke of Portland asks to be rem em bered "most kindly"
2to O nslow.* Through contact with the E arl, Adam might have judged 
Guildford not to warrant his attention. On the other hand, the fact that 
neither the Borough nor the Nortons figure at all in Adam's le tte rs , 
may give an indication of the lim its to his work.
The la st tract in the initial phase of the campaign was a satire which 
confirmed that the Nortons were the target of the struggle for  the 
constituency's electoral freedom . Supposedly General Norton's post- 
canvass address to the town's e lectors, it concluded: -
"I plainly see  you are DETERMINED to choose your 
Members on the m ost honourable term s that can exist 
between Constituency and Representative - by the 
Free and Voluntary suffrages of a Borough which is  
as DISINTERESTED, INCORRUPT, and UNINFLUENCED 
as any in Great Britain - This is  the la st compliment 
I_ could have wished to pay you - but I am sorry to say 
you deserve it. THE GENERAL May 7th 1789. "*3
It is  a lso  likely  that William A ldersey's canvass (assum ing he proceeded  
as far as taking one) was unfavourable v is -a -v is  Sumner as w ell. No 
evidence rem ains of how, when and why A ldersey stood down, but his 
withdrawal seem s to have been uncontroversial. His prospects of
4
su ccess were never high, particularly as Sumner was "assisted"*
*1 Ginter Whig Organisation in the General Election of 1790 p. XXVII
*2 Ibid pp. 99-100  
*3 Squibs op cit.
*4 Oldfield op cit 1816 Vol. 4 p. 593
oy j-.ord unslow . it is  difficult to say how much this help added 
up to , but presumably it was not sufficient to undermine Sumner's 
posture as an independent candidate. On the other hand, many 
electors saw no contradiction in supporting both Onslow and 
Sumner at the p olls. 34 of those voting for Sumner in 1790 also  
voted for Onslow, whereas only 8 e lectors cast a plumper for Sumner.
In anticipation of parliament being dissolved, the immediate build 
up to the local contest began at the end of March with a confident 
declaration by Tom Onslow. Evidently the fam ily in terest remained  
unimpaired, despite the ca lls  for greater freedom at the town's 
elections, since he fe lt absolutely certain of su c c e s s :-
"Entirely relying, as I w ell know I may, on your 
repeated assurances of support, " he said to the 
e lectors, "and justified by your kind professions 
in looking on m yself as totally unconcerned in the 
present contest, I have thought it unnecessary and 
improper to trouble you with further solicitations.
I throw m yself on the electors of Guildford in
general, of all parties and shall rest contented
till the Day of Election; perfectly confident they .
w ill then take care of me because they have said
they would. "*1
In contrast, pressure on the Norton interest continued. A poster to 
"the real independent E lectors of Guildford by a Friend of Freedom" ’ 
named the issu e  at the coming election to be ". . . whether you 
(the electors) shall in future retain the glorious P riv ilege  of electing  
your own m em ber, or surrender it up for ever to two P e e r s , - suffer  
your future Representatives to be named by them , and le t your borough 
be reduced to the disgraceful state of bondage., in which H aslem ere, 
Reigate and Bletchingley* a r e ." He considers that to reduce Guildford 
to such a position has been the object of the Norton fam ily ever since  
their connection with the town. Having "wormed them selves in" the 
w riter a lleges they began buying old houses and freeholds to the value
*1 P oster dated 22nd March 1790 , Squibs op c it.
*2 For details of these boroughs, see  section on Surrey P o l i t ic s  1815-30.
of many thousands of pounds, so le ly  for the purpose of reducing the
number of freeholds and making faggot votes, Twenty five years
before, the Nortons had no property or connection with the, town.
Hence, the author cynically argues, in order to stamp their professions
with the mark of antiquity, they bought the old C astle. He a lleges
the Nortons unsuccessfully tried  to extend their influence by getting
the Poyle Charities, town m ills and navigation under their control
and em phasises "the unopen and artful manner" in which these attempts
were made. Even the m otives behind Lord Grantley'S patronage towards
the Borough are questioned, especia lly  in relation to the erection of
the Sessions House in 1789, Lord Grantley did not give the town a lea se
on the building and allegedly used this as a means of strengthening his
hand in his political relations with the constituency. The Nortons "have
retained that power, obtaining of which alone induced them to build
it, - which they have already threatened to e x e r t , the power of turning
you out at a moment's warning, of shutting the doors up, or pulling it
down on the eve of an Election, if you dare to think for y o u r se lv es , or
refuse to obey their orders". No denial to these charges appeared
amongst the wealth of surviving m aterial for the 1790 E lection. Finally
the w riter referred to the position in the Borough of H aslem ere:-
"What security can you have (if you neglect to se ize  the 
present moment) that a gang of w retches from the North 
like those who lately marched through the town on their  
way to p ossession  of, and become E lectors of a 
neighbouring borough, may not be sent from the 
coalm ines of Yorkshire to be billetted in Lord 
G(rantley)'s old houses, and, in spite of your teeth, 
cram any m em bers down your throats? "
Thus the w riter distinguishes between what is  basically  an acceptable
influence due to a long standing relationship of traditional deference
and mutual benefit with a local peer, and one in which influence has been
nakedly acquired by a hitherto outsider and upheld through dubious
m eans.
The E aster Church Warden elections intervened in the campaign at the 
beginning of April, their resu lts reflecting the successfu l progress of 
the campaign against the Norton in terest. The electors divided their
v vxijLig caun ^cmu.xudLe t) »DLa.iiuj.ng v i s —a —v is  JL/orci LrranTiey,
With only a few exceptions, electors who subsequently supported 
Sumner voted against the Norton sym pathisers. In all three parishes 
those connected with the Norton interest were defeated. What was 
potentially serious for'Lord Grantley about these setbacks, was that 
he was threatened with a lo ss  of control over the final contents of the 
Poor Books. To be included in these lis ts  was an essentia l prequisite  
for a vote in the forthcoming parliam entary election, since payment of 
scot and lot formed a statutory part of the local franchise. But the 
Poor Books had to be approved by the respective church wardens before 
they could carry any authority.
An election bill published on 8th May by "an E lector on Constitutional 
Principles" stated, seem ingly without fear of contradiction, that a 
majority of the legal parliam entary voters were against General Norton.
That the town as a whole was against his" election, it was argued, was 
shown by the church warden contests at which about 250 electors voted on 
a scot and lot franchise, compared with the parliamentary electorate of 
nearer 150. The w riter therefore wants to know why Chappie Norton 
continues to be a candidate when he can only be elected by illega lly  
manipulating the right to vote. Anyone aiding Norton in such "disgraceful 
schem es" was labelled "an enemy to the freedom of this country ."
One manoeuvre of this nature involved the drawing up of the Poor Books.
The overseers of the Poor were appointed by three of the town's m agistrates 
and J .P . 's , Joseph Pickstone, Matthew W ise and Jam es Vincent who were  
solidly Norton supporters. They not surprisingly appointed O verseers  
who were a lso  favourable to Lord Grantley, all the six  chosen having
voted for the Norton church warden candidates. The danger from the 
newly elected wardens was surmounted by entering caveats in the 
Commons, against the swearing in of five of the new wardens, thereby 
preventing them from being legally  instituted until just before the 
Election in June. Only Joseph Jennings, one of the Wardens of the 
previous year, could be sworn in. The Poor Books, composed at the 
end of April and the beginning of May, were signed by the old Church 
Wardens (all Norton men) and by the respective overseers recently  
appointed by the m agistrates, "against the known wishes of the 
parishioners".**
The author of the annotated 1790 P oll Book accuses the parish officers  
of not carrying out their work im partially in regard to the Poor R ates, 
but of being biased in the serv ice of a particular in terest, taking as 
proof a number of irregu larities in the R ates. He asks: "Why was the 
name of Wornham (who being a Freem an of this town, though a private  
man in the Surrey M ilitia) rated in the book of Trinity P arish , who was 
never before a sse s s  ed, and other persons . . . omitted?" Twelve such 
names are then listed , including such freeholders as W illiam E lkins, 
(basket maker) Henry Newman, (gentleman) and various freem en such as 
Rev. J. W eller, Rector at Holy Trinity, a ll of whom favoured anti-Norton  
candidates at the E aster elections. The w riter enumerates other 
discrepancies of which two may be quoted as examples of how men  
sympathetic to the Norton in terest were added to the Poor Books on
very dubious pretexts. "What pretence could there be for B .K . Jnr.
2
(sic)* a working man with a fam ily, who had been constantly for many
*1 1790 Poll Book
*2 Benjamin Keene, whose father was in charge of the town's
House of Correction. . "
years excused, to be now put on the rate?" Keene subsequently voted
for Norton and Onslow. Or again: "with what degree of modesty or
1
proprietary was H. E .H . (s ic )*  son of the Rev. D r .— —,
being only a lodger, and never before charged in any Poor Book, rated
one shilling only for a stable in St. N icholas Parish?" In June, Hill
polled for Chappie Norton. It is  interesting to note the manner in
which the Mayor as Returning Officer and his counsel Anthony Piggott
(both of whom favoured the Norton interest) decided that Keene and Hill
p o ssessed  bona-fide qualifications to vote at the actual election:-
"Mr Benjamin Keene, the younger, stonem ason, the Mount.
Q. (By Mr. S. )* 2 Have you not received re lie f within 
these ten years?
A. I do not know.
Q. Has your wife?
A. I can't say.
Q, Have you been rated, before the la st poor-book, 
for these fifteen years past?
A* I can't te ll - when the officers ca ll, I pay them.
Objection by Mr. Sumner. This man is  not rated only in
the la st poor-book, which rate is  not yet settled.
Q. [By Mr. P(iggott)] Have you paid the rate?
A* I have paid it.
Vote allowed. "
"Henry Edmund H ill.
Q. [By Mr. S(hepherd)| What are you rated for?
A* A stable - I have occupied it from the year 1788.
Q . Where do you reside?
A . I lodge with my father in P rinces street in the
town. .
Mr. Piggot: that is  resident. •
Q. What do you vote for?
A , Writing, purporting to be a lea se .for  life  from his 
father to him , was here produced; his father having 
the freehold for his life  within the town - Henry 
Edmund H ill, the son, the rem ainder.
Objected to by Mr. Shepherd. Not a scot and lot 
man, being rated only in the la st poor-book, the 
rate being appealed against - but perm itted to 
v o te ."
/
Hence the two votes were allowed, owing to a curious lapse of m em ory
and paucity of evidence on the one hand, and a title  deed with a poor book
entry, both of dubious origins, on the other. Finally in relation to
the Poor Book,, the one for St. Nicholas was considered so inaccurate
*1 Henry Edmund Hill was the son of Rev. Jam es H ill, rector of 
Wonersh Church of which the patron was Lord Grantley.
*2 Mr. Shepherd, Counsel representing Sumner.
by the parish ioners, that the rates could not be collected . On the 24th 
September it was resolved to make a new rate.*"*"
T actics, however, which Contemporaries did not regard as legitim ate , 
were not the sole perquisite of the Norton faction. The Rev. Clifton 
was said to have created faggot votes in Sumner's favour and others
2amongst the la tter's supporters indulged in violence and intimidation. *
One very long squib im plies Sumner h im self went beyond the accepted  
lim its of treating and resorted to outright bribery. V erses two and • 
three ran:-
"To purchase your votes is  thought greet treason  
Though Nabobs of that w ill not see  the reason,
So they 'com plish their w ishes no m atter what way 
With threats or with m oney; so they gain but the day.
This Club independent the sam e Maxims pursue,
But to gain their own Ends they fain would him you
But look to their deeds, they the Truth will unfold
Though.Freedom's the word, you're both bought and sold".*3
The v erses  following referred to various personalities who had changed 
their a llegiances with a view to obtaining a desirable position. For  
instance the Rev. Clifton, who proposed Sumner at the E lection, was 
apparently without a living at this tim e. About him it was said:-
MThe first on the lis t , m ost piously w ise  
Has used every art with his uplifted eyes,
To gain votes for his friend spouts out punning wit 
And expects in return a plump living from P itt . 11
Other cr itic s se ized  on Sumner's emphatic declaration of his 
independence as an M .P . , to protect him as having no concern  
whatsoever.for the opinions of his constituents. The case presented  
against voting for Sumner - because of his view of a M ember's 
independence and his use of beer, p laces and intimidation to gain support - 
was neatly sum m arised in the first three v erse s  of a squib entitled
*1 Ibid p. 55 
*2 Squibs op cit
*3 Squibs op cit. The Independent Club referred to, was created  by 
certain individuals in defiance of Guildford's entrenched in terests , 
to safeguard the franchise of the town. (1790 Poll Book).
"the Bubble"*
"An E lection's a com ical Plan,
Where some Men may gaggle and bawl; 
And p ersist in supporting a Man,
Who don't care a damn for them all.
For SUMNER so smooth and conceited  
At Guildford may handle the fools;
Yet if  once at St Stephens he's seated, 
The Devil may take all h is tools.
'Then give me Your Vote, my dear Sir' 
(And he bows with a sm ile and a grace)
A great honour on me you'll confer,
'And hark'ee - I'll get you a p lace . 1 
'And you my friends, shove round the pot, 
And holla aloud as you suck it,
For what you can't drink on the spot,
Your w ives shall take home in a bucket' .
Independence and Liberty bawl,
As though you would split all your throats, 
And when drunk, if you happen to fa ll,
My Taylor shall make you new coats; 
Should you pass in your riotous hours 
The houses where enem ies dwell,
Never mind if you break down the doors, 
Or alarm the whole house with the bell. "
Sumner's candidature on the other hand was endorsed in term s of his
support for "freedom and independence" in the face of powerful fam ily
connections. Such hereditary in terests it was said "have long affected
the uncontrolled right of dictating to the e lectors the choice of their
2representatives. "* M oreover the situation had reached the point of
"an unconstitutional monopoly of the Borough" since the great m ajority
of the Corporation supported these groups as w ell. The fam ily in terests
involved were held to be unduly prominent and menacing prior to the
contest, with the w ishes of the parishioners being ignored in appointing
overseers of the poor and with faggot votes allegedly being manufactured.
No substantive evidence was provided to back this latter c la im . Thirteen
transactions in respect of Lord Grantley's property were made in the
3
week before polling.* But of the individuals concerned only one is
*1 Surrey Archaeological Society, Guildford Museum, P F /G F D /94  
*2 1790 P oll Book pp. II & III
*3 Grantley P apers, GM *-—
recorded as an elector, the others m erely as ratepayers. The 
manoeuvre might be defended as a legitim ate one in that there was 
no question of large freeholds being split into sm aller  units to create  
votes. Yet the conveyancing of property in this manner just prior  
to a contest was bound to ra ise  suspicions. However it would appear 
that for som e reason Lord Grantley's plans to extend his influence 
were unsuccessful in this particular instance.
On June 21st Mayor John R ussell began the Election proceedings.
Thomas Onslow was proposed by John Shrubb and Dr. W illiam Newland; 
Chappie Norton was nominated by John Martyr, the lawyer who looked 
after the Norton in terest in the constituency; whilst George Sumner 
was proposed by Francis Skurray, a brew er, and by the Rev. Clifton.
On the show of hands there was a very  large number for Sumner, a good 
many for Onslow and not more than twenty for General Norton. The Mayor 
accordingly declared the vote to be in favour of the first two candidates, 
whereupon a poll was demanded by Martyr for Norton. Each candidate 
was represented by counsel who had the privilege of questioning the electors  
as to their right to vote and could call for the production of the deeds of 
the property under which the freeholders claim ed. But in the resulting  
exchanges deeds were often not produced and som etim es the voters sim ply  
refused to produce them. And the outcome of these interrogations provide 
a good insight into the all embracing powers of the returning officer. .
As in the cases of Benjamin Keene and Henry Edmund Hill already cited, 
cases were not decided on m erit so much as by the e lector's political 
allegiance. Of the 28 voters challenged as to the validity of their votes, 
only four were rejected in the end. Of these, two tendered their votes 
for Onslow and Sumner and were justifiably excluded. (In one case  the
r
relevant freehold was shown to be just outside the borough boundary , and 
in the second the individual did not appear in the lis t  of ratepayers, 
although an appeal had been lod ged .) Of the other two, supporting Onslow 
and Norton, one elector admitted coming from Chichester to vote, the 
other refused to take the oath that he lived in the property for which he 
claim ed the vote, so even the pro-Norton Mayor could hardly declare them  
valid.
At the end of the first day's poll at five o'clock, 86 e lectors had 
cast votes, 67 to Onslow, 46 to Sumner and 43 to Norton. The poll 
re-opened at 10 o'clock the next day, but General Norton im m ediately  
announced that a majority of the electorate was against him , and that 
although it stood at only three, this was decisive and would not perm it 
him to continue the poll. The 1790 P oll Book lis ts  the unpolled e lectors,
80 in number and notes that only 26 of them were for Norton, compared 
with 54 for Sumner. Norton thus spared h im self the humiliation of a 
protracted contest which could only have ended in a heavy defeat. Onslow 
and Sumner were then declared duly elected and addressed the e lectors. 
Tom Onslow's speech again testified  to the continuing dominance of the 
Onslow interest in Guildford. The honour of representing the town, he 
said, had been enjoyed by his fam ily uninterruptedly for many generations. 
It gave him the greater satisfaction as he had not concerned h im self in 
the late contest yet he "had the singular felic ity  of having the confidence, 
friendship and support of all parties."*'*’ Apparently Onslow had not 
found it necessary  to indulge in illic it  electioneering, for he went on 
to denounce energetically "the abominable practice" of creating faggot 
votes, pledging h im self to support any m easure that came before  
Parliam ent to remedy this abuse which so "excited  his abhorrence". 
George Sumner, in turn, spoke at som e length, congratulating the electors  
upon the su ccess of their campaign for independence.
The problem of ascertaining just how extensive Lord Grantleys property
2in terests in Guildford w ere, has already been d iscu ssed .* In the 1790 
Land Tax returns Francis Skurray appears as the town's m ost important 
landlord, collecting £133 per annum in rents to Lord Grantley's £111.
Lord Onslow is  down as having two tenants who paid only £9 a year. It 
is  interesting that of Skurray's five principal tenants who paid £10 per 
annum or more in rent, only two p o ssessed  the vote and both.of them voted  
against Sumner whom Skurray h im self nominated. Of the other three, 
two were not e lectors, whilst the third, Robert Long of the Ram Inn, was
*1 Ibid p. 31
*2 See Section C, Chapter 3.
allegedly disenfranchised by being deliberately omitted from the Poor  
Books on account of his support for Sumner.*'*' Sim ilarly of three of Lord 
Grantley's main tenants who paid rentals of over £10 a year, two did not 
p o ssess  the vote and the third, a m em ber of the Corporation,was unpolled.
The struggle between Norton and Sumner was reflected in the way the 
electorate split their votes. Only 4% voted for both candidates, whereas 
41% supported Onslow and Sumner, 35% Onslow and Norton, 10% Norton 
alone and .10% plumped for Sumner. The voting sta tistics confirm the 
im pression  gained from the campaign literature, of the Norton in terest 
being supported by the upper c la sse s  and being opposed by the rest of 
the town. Within occupations too, the wealthier elem ents favoured Norton 
rather than Sumner. For instance, amongst the group of reta ilers and 
entrepreneurs, support for Norton was totally confined to the richer e lectors. 
(As indicated through a comparison of the occupational'and socia l "class"  
categories in the table below). Sim ilarly, the twenty m em bers of the 
Corporation polled voted for Norton by the pronounced ratio of 3 to 1.
Table 12 • Voting at the 1790 Guildford Election (P ercentages) .
2
Class* Occupational C lass Social "Class"
Onslow Norton Sumner Onslow Norton Sumner
Upper C lasses (1 & 2) 47 29 24 47 37 16
Gentlemen & P rofessions
Capitalists & the Wealthy - - -
Middle C lasses (3 & 4) 43 26 31 42 14 44
R etailers & Entrepreneurs 
Craftsmen & Clerical
Working C lass (5) 24 25 50 25 25 50
Unskilled & Sem i-sk illed  *
*1 17 90 Poll Book op cit p. 60.
*2 A three c la ss model has been used in preference to the five c la ss
schem e, outlined in the section on Methodology, Ch. One, . because  
the number of electors was so sm all prior to 1832. Where a group is  
not included in a particular c la ss  because it appears in the sta tistics  
elsew here, a dash is inserted.
In relation to national p o lit ic s , Sumner’s victory represented one
contribution to strengthening P itt's hold on the Commons. Ginter considers
that the opposition, whilst losing a little  ground at the elections /  did w ell
in holding its own, since these contests followed c losely  on the Regency
2C risis which had harmed the W higs’ reputation. * In the contests
throughout the country, however there were no common issu es  significantly
' ’ ■ 3influencing public opinion.* Even in Guildford, where an established
interest was under attack, the French Revolution appears to have had no
influence. In the many election squibs there are no parallels whatever
drawn between the humbling of the French monarchy and the prospective
downfall of the Nortons, and only one allusion at all is  made,to anything
rem otely connected with events in France in a satirical notice on Sumner's
provisions for treating:- "Any voter who is  an enemy to the cause of
freedom and independence may be accommodated with apartments in the
4
Bastile (sic) till the dissolution.of Parliam ent . . . * Since the in itial 
reaction when the origin and early progress of the Revolution becam e 
known in England, was one of satisfaction rather than alarm at the apparent
5
triumph of liberty, * one might have expected more references than 
this to events across the Channel in the Guildford campaign. As it w as, 
for those involved in the local contest, the inspiration rem ained str ictly  
parochial. The issu e  at the election was sim ply whether or not the 
Borough should continue to tolerate the power wielded by Lord Grantley.
His influence, unlike that of Lord O nslow's, had not had the benefit of 
tim e to "legitim ise" it. Lord Grantley, with his principal seat rem aining  
at Rip on near his northern in terests, remained something of an outsider  
compared with the Onslows, who could boast a centuries-old  link with
*1 1790 P oll Book op cit p. 60 
*2 Ginter op cit p . XIIII
*3 Sir Ivor Jennings Party, P o litics  Vol l p XIX 
*4 Squibs op cit.
*5 Jephson The Platform p. 187
the Constituency. Sir F letcher Norton could scarcely  conceal his
m id-18th Century intrusion into the town, and with his manipulation
of the Corporate Body his influence remained rather obtrusive, a
ready target should dissatisfaction with the town's state of affairs grow.
What probably triggered off the opposition to the Nortons was the death
of F letcher, Lord Grantley, on 1st January 1789. George Sumner no
doubt welcom ed the opportunity of the chance of a seat free from the
lim itations of a patron and near his own property at East Clandon.
Compared with his representation of Ilchester, Sumner not only established
his own autonomy as an M .P . , but a lso  became the symbol of Guildford's
greater freedom and independence. The author of the 1790 P oll Book
ascribed the main credit to him for "promoting the revolution that has
so recently been effected in the constitution, by restoring the free choice
of their (the townspeople's) rep resen tatives." *’*’ His su ccess was based
on support from the large , reasonably articulate middle section of the
town's society , and was made possib le by the weakening of the Norton
influence attendant with Lord Grantley's death and Lord Onslow's
disavowal of the old pact between the two fam ilies . The w riter ended
his observations with the pious hope that "Every gentleman m ust here
see the propriety of dropping the curtain - the scene is  now at an end,
and tim e it is  there should be a termination of all differences and
contentions, that a friendly union succeed; and a laudable emulation
subsist among the Corporation, the E lectors and the Inhabitants of the
town, for the so le  purpose of promoting the welfare of the whole place,
2and the preservation of their ancient rights and p riv ileges. "* But the
1790 Election represented only the first round of the struggle. As Oldfield
noted "it is  supposed that at a future election, Lord Grantley w ill regain
3
his form er in terest. "* Neither did a contemporary over-estim ate the
significance of the recent events.
"Yes we are free, we feel it now 
The Glorious plan is  ended 
And yet - I own I can't te ll how 
Our lo t's at all amended.
*1 Poll Book p. VI 
*2 Ibid p. GO
*3 Oldfield op cit Vol III p. 21 (1792 e d .)
Tis not in QUIET for I hear 
Relations are divided 
T is not in freedom  for I fear  
Some few are blindly guided.
Encroaching power might give alarm  
Some wrong, or som e disquiet 
But truth to say, the only charm  
Was novelty and r io t .* l
*1 Squibs op cit
d; m e  I7b>b tiuilcttord Election
A basic difficulty in the way of giving a satisfactory account of the 1796 
Election in Guildford is  an acute shortage of information. In contrast 
to the 1790 contest only one election tract survives and this concerns 
itse lf  non-polem ically with the general obligations of the voter. In fact 
it is  doubtful whether much m ore election literature ever existed . The 
1796 Election does not seem  to have aroused the sam e passions and 
excitem ent as its pred ecessor , though in view of the novelty of the 1790 
contest (the first for thirty years) it would have been surprising had 
this been the ca se . Neither was there anything like the annotated 1790 
Poll Book with its revealing comments; nor apparently were any 
pamphlets published. As before no newspapers basically concerned  
them selves with events in ex-m etropolitan Surrey.
A wartime election, there were no special is su es  to influence opinion in
the country as a whole in 1796,** and Guildford does not seem  to have
been any kind of exception. Presum ably therefore, personalities were
again of special significance in the town. The three candidates were
Tom Onslow, easily  elected in 1790, Chappie Norton the unsuccessful
party then, and one P eter  Thompson Botham, described in the 1790 P o ll
Book as a "citizen of London". George Sumner did not defend his seat.
Nothing has transpired to suggest why he did not do so . Personal and
not political circum stances, such as the inheritance of the estates of his
uncle Thomas Holme in 1794, seem  the m ost lik ely  cause. S im ilarly,
what standing P eter Botham p ossessed  is  not c lear. Having com e from
London to tender his vote for Onslow and Sumner in 1790 , it was rejected
because he was not a rate-payer. His qualification was based on,
p ossession  of a freehold in Angel Gate (he was'not a freeman) where he
2was said to have resided only twice in six  m onths.* After his electoral
defeat in 1796, he does not figure again in Guildford affairs at a ll. Tom
Onslow's chief claim  to fame was his skilful driving, particularly "four-in-
3hand" and his ownership of four of the finest black horses in England. *
*1 Jephson op cit p 278. 
*2 1790 P oll Book p 23 .
*3 Vulliamy op cit p 210.
"This noted gentleman was so skilful a whip," wrote a contemporary,
"that he might be daily seen in the high spring of fashion picking his way,
four-in-hand, in and out, am idst the crowded cavalcade of Bond Street,
driving to a hair's breadth. This was reputedly his greatest ambition, -
to drive better than any other amateur. As he h im self said in one of the
many v erse s  he wrote:
"I'm free to confess I should anxiously strive  
Like a Lord to behave, like a Coachman to drive. "
About politics he cared little  and just about the sum total of his political
2
life  is  contained in a l is t  of the elections he contested .* Very sm all
and awkward in build, Tom used his natural grotesqueness as an excuse
for clowning. Vulliamy considers he did not r ise  above the lev e l of a
"jocular, m oderately educated, horse-loving, w ine-loving, w ife-loving,
3
joke-loving country squire . "* Although none of this had prevented  
a convincing victory for Tom Onslow in 1790, no doubt his personal 
shortcom ings and failings contributed to the poor showing of the Onslow 
interest in 1796.
The Election resulted in a coiafortable win for General Norton with 141 
votes to Onslow's 90 and P eter Botham's 85. Accepting the accuracy  
of the 1790 Poll Book's projection of what the final result would have 
been in that year had not Norton resigned after the first day, this meant 
that the latter had increased his vote from a projected 69 in 1790 to 
the 141 of 1796. In contrast, Tom Onslow's vote had slumped by alm ost 
60. The reasons for the Nortons' far greater degree of su ccess  are easier  
to discern than are those for the Onslows disappointing resu lt. In 1790 
the Norton interest had to som e extent been weakened by the death of
the first Lord Grantley in the previous year, and more ser iou sly , their
position had been undermined by the refusal of- Lord Onslow to continue 
with the compact between the two fam ilies. In 1796 on the other hand 
there can be no doubt but that the Norton in terest was operating at its  
most effective with William Lord Grantley having had time to consolidate  
and strengthen the fam ily position. P articu larly  with the resignations 
of three of the five Bailiffs who had supported Sumner in 1790 ,Lord  
Grantley took an even firm er hold on the Corporation than he had had
*1 Muriel Onslow Huia Onslow p .2 5 
*2 Vulliamy op cit p . 230
*3 Ibid p236
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Oldfield had already written in 1792 that it was anticipated Lord Grantley
would regain his in terest at the next e lec tio n .* ’*’ But the extent of
Lord Grantley's su ccess in cultivating the fam ily interest anew, is
indicated by the fact that the three. Bailiffs who had resigned in 1791 -
two at least basically  because of opposition to Norton policies - all
voted for Chappie Norton in 1796.. Sim ilarly the other two Bailiffs who
had not supported the Nortons in the previous coiitest, now fell into line
behind them. By the tim e of the Election in fact, the Corporation was
even m ore solidly behind the Norton interest than the Onslow one, 26
votes being cast in favour of Chappie Norton compared with 19 for
Tom Onslow. M oreover John Peche, Mayor and returning officer, was
virtually a Norton nom inee, in that he owed his place on the Corporation
to Lord Grantley, having been specifically  excluded from the 1793 motion
2expelling non-resident B a iliffs.*  Sixteen voters were rejected during 
the Election, but as neither the reason for their rejection nor for whom 
they were tendering their votes is  given, it is  im possible to say exactly  
how biased or otherwise Peche was in his subsequent handling of the 
election. With Chappie Norton such a clear v ictor however, the groundwork 
had evidently been very thorough, and Peche could probably have afforded 
to be reasonably im partial at the Election itse lf . It seem s unlikely that 
this preparation involved any flagrant breach of what contemporaries 
regarded . as acceptable electoral practice. The one surviving election  
tract for 179 6 which em phasises the right to elect representatives as a 
"glorious11 one and a "solemn obligation" does deal with corruption and 
undue influence but only in a generalised context. It does not accuse any 
particular party of such practices during the lead up to the 1796 election .
"We all know bribery, corruption, gross, flattery and 
dissim ulation are the diabolical engines by which the 
artful and dextrous trafficker works at elections for 
representatives in Parliam ent. He w ill leave no stone 
unturned to find out your price , he will if possib le, 
buy you; are you hungry, he w ill feed you morning 
noon and night; are you thirsty , he w ill give you rivers  
of drink; have you a luxurious appetite, he will pamper 
it with all the delicacies of the season . . . "*3
*1 Oldfield op cit 1st ed. Vol ITI p. 21.
*2 See section C, Ch. 3.
*3 Squibs op cit. -
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tO invalidate the Election on the grounds of undue influence. But as
Oldfield sa y s; the petition was never heard, since Botham neglected
"to give in his recognizance agreeable to the Law," and the order for
trying it was discharged.*'*' Presum ably he was encouraged to petition
by the c losen ess of the result and hence hoped to find fault with
Tom Onslow's election. This in itse lf  is  a good indication of the extent
to which the Onslow influence had declined since 1790, Chappie Norton's
su ccess did not mean, of course, that Tom Onslow was automatically
. bound to do le s s  w ell since he could still benefit from an e lector's
second vote. But it is  instructive, for instance, that two m em bers
of the Corporation contented them selves with placing a single vote for
General Norton, and another two Bailiffs actually gave their second
vote to Botham in preference to Onslow. Both in 1790, 1806 and 1807
all m em bers of the Corporation who voted, supported, without an
exception, the Onslow candidate. Whilst s till of great consequence
within the Corporation, the Onslow interest nevertheless seem s to have
sunk to something of a nadir there around 1796. P ossib ly  this relative
decline had its roots in George Onslow's resignation from the
2
Corporation as an active member back in 1779.*
Tom Onslow, judging by his attitude in the 1790 contest when he felt 
assurances of support justified him , "in looking on m yself as totally  
unconcerned in the present contest"* also seem ed prepared to some* 
extent, to rest on his laurels and to sim ply rely  on traditional deference 
for his election. Such an attitude of complacency might have been 
justified had his father George Lord Onslow been devoting som e of his ■ 
energies to fostering the family influence in Guildford. Yet all the 
evidence points to the fact that George, as Lord Lieutenant of Surrey, 
was fully occupied with the administration of the Country M ilitia at this 
tim e. With the outbreak of the War with France in 1792, George had 
been called upon to embody the M ilitia and prepare them for se rv ice .
And with the threat of invasion, George organised the raising of a 
subscription throughout Surrey for internal defence, realising  the sum
*1 Oldfield op cit 1816 ed p. 592 *3 Squibs op cit.
*2 In that same year, the M ilitia Act placed the m ilitary adm inistration of
Surrey in George's hands whilst he h im self became m ore concerned
with affairs at Court, exchanging his post as Com ptroller of the
Household for that of T reasurer. (He quickly became Lord of the 
a d  M-h **v a
of £14,274..** Furtherm ore, even in 1796, with the passing of the 
supplementary M ilitia Act, George had to be concerned with the prospect of 
raising further regim ents.
Even though voting was curtailed after the first day in 1790, a com parison  
between Tom Onslow's 67 votes then and the 90 he received in 1796, gives 
som e indication of the changes in support he experienced. Taking the sam e  
c lass model as in 1790 analysis, it is  apparent that Tom Onslow especia lly  
lo st support amongst the low er groups in.'the social hierarchy.
Table 13: Comparison of Onslow's vote in 1790 & 1796 (Percentages)
Class Occupational C lasses Social 11C lass11
1790 1796 D ecrease 1790 1796 D ecrease
Upper C lasses (1 & 2 ) 47 37 10 47 36 11
Middle C lasses (3 & 4) 43 26 17 42 2.1 . 21
Working C lasses (5) 25 10 15 . 25 10 15
Although Tom Onslow retained the confidence of the upper c la s se s , amongst 
the middle group of occupations overall, both his opponents were given a 
larger m easure of support. In particular, amongst the biggest occupational 
group in the electorate - the craftsm en - Onslow perform ed badly. Once the 
more affluent reta ilers , businessm en and craftsm en are included in the 
upper c la sse s  , Botham was markedly m ore popular than Onslow amongst the . 
middle c la s se s . (See Table below).
Table 14: Voting by Occupational & Social C lass in 1796 (Percentages) 
Class Occupational Class
Onslow Norton Botham Onslow Norton Botham
Upper C lasses (1 & 2) 37 47 16 36 48 16
Gentlemen & P rofessions
Capitalists & the Wealthy - -
Middle C lasses (3 & 4) 27 44 29 21 42 37
R etailers (31 47 22)
Petty Entrepreneurs (28 44 - 28)
Craftsmen & Clerical (24 44 32)
Working C lasses (5) 10 37 53 10 37 53
Semi & Unskilled
Social "C lass11
*1 Manning and Bray op cit Vol III p. 676.
As far as the Onslows were concerned, the decline in Tom's electoral
fortunes in 1796 seem s to have been a reflection of a corresponding
diminution in the fam ily's general prestige. Neither Tom nor his father
commanded much respect. George had a reputation as an unscrupulous
place-hunter,** whilst Tom, with a predilection for buffoonery, was unfitted
to be an MP. Contemporaries had little  respect for the la tter 's ab ilities.
Accompanying G illray's caricature of Tom in 1804 was the verse: -
"What can little  T .O . do?
Why, drive a phaeton and 2'. '.
Can little  T .O . do no m ore?
Y es, drive a phaeton and 4'. "*2
Consequently it was the Onslows who had to bear the brunt of the challenge
to the established in terests and not the Nortons, as had occurred in 1790.
This change in the line of attack was reflected  in the way the electorate sp lit
their votes. In 1790, 41% had voted for both Onslow and Sumner, whereas
only 4% supported Norton and Sumner. Six years la ter , on the other hand,
37% voted for Norton and Botham, while a m ere 4% supported Onslow and
Botham.
One reason for Botham's narrow defeat was his failure to en list the support 
of Sumner's voters en m asse . Francis Skurray, who had nominated Sumner 
in 1790, was one of those who did not transfer his vote to Botham. The 
latter only managed to gain 53% of the votes of those e lectors who had 
previously supported Sumner. .
Table 15 : Voting for Sumner & Botham in 1790 & 1796
*1 Vulliamy op cit p. 2 30. The 5th Earl quotes examples of George's 
double-dealings in relation to the Wilkes affair and the F itzherbert 
m arriage (Typescript History op cit p. 179).
*2 Ibid p. 237.
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The different candidates in 1790 and 1796 allow only tentative conclusions to 
be made on voting consistency. But; taking Botham and Sumner as 
sim ilar candidates who both challenged the established in terests , 44% of the 
electorate cast their votes in the same way at the two contests. M oreover,
on both occasions. Thus from 1790. 5% of the electors (just three individuals) 
entirely changed their a lleg iances. Two, having supported Onslow and 
Norton, changed to Botham. In addition, another four Onslow-Norton 
supporters abstained in 1796. (See previous Table and Table below).
Table 16 : Voting for Norton in 1790 & 1796
1790 1796
out of the remaining e lectors, 91% used one of their votes in a sim ilar  manner
N -b 6
N = 9 N 1
? 2
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c) The 1806 Guildford Election
In. 1784, when a large number, of boroughs - 67 in total - had been 
contested, Guildford had not figured amongst them-..** Yet in both 1790 
and 1796 when relatively few elections were fought., Guildford was among 
the 51 and 49 boroughs respectively which saw a contest. The constituency 
continued to be somewhat out of step with the nation as a whole in 1802,
2when Cobbett noted the country's total preoccupation with the e lection s.*
The suspension of the Habeas Corpus Act in 1801 on top of the Seditious
Meetings Act and the Corresponding Societies Act of 1799 led  Jephson
to a sser t that the silencing of public opinion may have made people m ore
. 3
concerned with the 1802 election s.*  There is  nothing to suggest Guildford 
shared in this apparent greater in terest. The number of contests - 62 in 
the boroughs - was larger than on any previous occasion except for 1784.
In Guildford on the other hand, the two sitting m em bers were r e -e lec ted  
unchallenged. With Lord Grantley having firm ly re-estab lish ed  his 
interest in 1796 after his defeat six  years earlier , and with Corporation 
affairs quiet, the prospects for a successfu l challenge to the existing  
representatives must have appeared sufficiently sm all to dissuade any 
potential candidate from standing. Sim ilarly the same local considerations, 
quite separate from national po litics, account for the Borough's contests / 
in 1790 and 1796 when the established in terests appeared more 
vulnerable.
Judging by the number of contests in 1806, there was some falling off in
political activity. Only 46 boroughs were contested but somewhat
predictably, Guildford figured amongst them. M oreover the constituency
w itnessed  its  "longest and m ost strenuous contest ever known" up to this 
4date.* The calling of a general election was directly related to the deaths 
of first P itt and then Fox earlier  in the year. To strengthen h is so -ca lled  
"Ministry of All Talents" (a coalition of F oxites and Tories) against the
5
P ittites, Grenville decided upon an October e lectio n .* But, though the 
King did not refuse a •dissolution, no royal funds were made available
*1 There were 202 English boroughs prior to 1832 
*2 Cobbett : P olitical R egister ,
*3 Jephson The P latform . V o llp .3 0 1  
*4 Wilson op cit p. 574
*5 J.S .W atson  Reign of George III pp. 435 - 438
xur me eiecxion wmcn appears to nave been inefficiently managed. * - 
This picture is  confirmed by the poll at Guildford, where the P ittite ,
George Sumner, narrowly defeated the Foxite, General Norton, by three  
v o te s . On petition, however, the result was reversed. E lected at the 
head of the poll was Thomas Cranley Onslow, standing in place of his 
father Tom, the 2nd E arl, who was concerned with m ilitary duties at 
this tim e.*^
P ossib ly  because he was a P ittite , Sumner was backed by the Onslows
against the Norton in terest. Conditions were propitious for such a
challenge because of General Norton's absence in Yorkshire, which made
it ea sier  to organise a faction against him , but more especia lly  because
discontent against Lord Grantley already existed over the 1805 election
for Mayor. A satire of the latter episode was contained in a biblical
squib, entitled Of a Little City, Chronicles II c h .8 . Apparently the 1805
Mayor, Sam R ussell, had proved extrem ely popular and the townspeople
3looked to his younger brother W illiam, to fill the post in 1806 . * But
Lord Grantley and his brother General Norton, satir ised  as "Lords of the
P h ilistin es, Gog and Magog" wanted a mayor on whom they could rely at
the forthcoming general election. In consultation with presum ably Robert
H arrison, h a irdresser, ("chief shaver to the people") and John Martyr
("a wicked old Pharisee") they decided to back George Waugh for the 
4
M ayoralty.* In the power struggle that followed, Waugh was chosen  
Mayor by one vote, but allegedly "two strangers ... . who had no part 
nor lot in the m atter did vote for Goliath. " (Waugh).
That non-resident Bailiffs participated in the election, is  confirm ed by a 
pamphlet addressed to the inhabitants of Guildford "who have seen  with 
great regret their Charters violated and their 'Laws broken and despised ."*  
The tract stressed  the requirement that the Approved Men should be 
bona-fide resident householders within the Municipal Borough. The.
*1 Jennings op cit I p. 210
*2 Thomas Cranley was Tom's second son;
*3 The R ussell fam ily had been connected with Guildford since 1509.
John R ussell, Sam's father, had been Mayor four t im e s .
*4 Lord Grantley was Waugh's landlord.
*5 Squibs op cit.
statutorily underlined the residence qualification, and of how it had 
been defied by several bailiffs, notably for over 20 years by William  
Wakeford, a v ictualler and Norton supporter. A petition from a group 
of householders who subsequently voted for George Sumner at the 1806 
contest, failed to gain the expulsion of Wakeford on the eve of the election  
for Mayor. As R ecorder, Lord Grantley opposed the petition, with the 
suggestion, '"If you find yourselves aggrieved, apply to the Court of the 
King's Bench for R ed ress.
The non-residence issu e  was still unresolved as the 1806 general 
election approached. On 13th January, the anti-Norton faction within 
the Corporation forced the convening of the Common Hall m eeting to 
consider the expulsion of Wakeford. The latter was defended by John 
Martyr, and with Lord Grantley allegedly pressurising  individual bailiffs, 
Wakeford survived, gaining 17 votes from the 30 bailiffs present. The 
pamphleteer commented.
"It was essentia l to Party M easures that Mr Wakeford 
should be retained in the Corporation; the N-R T-N  
INTEREST had nearly lo st the balance of power, that 
Balance must be kept up, at ANY EXPENSE; even . . .  
the L iberties of the Town, and Rights of the Corporation 
. . . must be SACRIFICED should they prove in 
Opposition. "
The tract concluded with an appeal to the townspeople to se ize  every  
opportunity to a sser t their "independence"; to r es is t  every effort to 
"enthrall" them; and to hand down their "valuable privileges . . . FREE  
and UNSHACKLED. "*2
1 ' 
This discontent about Lord Grantley1 s influence over the Corporation
enabled George Sumner, as in 1790, to ra ise the spectre of Guildford
declining to the position of a corrupt pocket borough., A hand-written
tract sum m arised the case against the proceedings of the Guild Merchant
over the previous months:
*1 Ibid
*2 Ibid
". . .In the very first p lace the Mayor was illega lly  
chosen by a m ajority of one. . . And the sam e night 
the freem an’s petition and Remonstrance against such 
proceedings was rejected and returned unread. In 
January la st these B lessed  Guardians of the peoples' 
rights in Common Hall assem bled, voted the Excellent 
Charters Judicious L aw s, and good old Customs of :
Guildford, were of no m ore value than so. much waste 
paper, because not convenient to their party interest 
to put them in force; and to crown the whole, Mr. Martyr, 
the Prim e M inister, The Bonaparte* 1 of the Guildfoi;d 
Corporation, aided and a ssisted  by his worthy brother 
m agistrate have in defiance of every principle of 
justice w rested from the parish of Holy Trinity their  
choice of Church-Warden, and have finaHy forced them  
to call in the County M agistrates to enable them to 
collect the poor rates. Will any man after this say the 
Corporation of Guildford is  not a corrupted Corporation?
Can they them selves say that their deliberations are 
free and uncontrolled? Have they the tem erity to . . . 
transact any public business until previously instructed  
and ordered by the House of Wonersh? Where then is  
their independence and where is  their freedom? . . .
If every exertion has been used to bring the town 
at large into the same disgraceful situation, I say . . .  
it is  the duty of every honest man to join in the defence 
of what to an Englishman ought to be dearer than h i s " 
life  - his LIBERTY. "2
Another ploy in Sumner's campaign was to portray h im self as a patriot,
a supporter of P itt, the latter being the man who had furnished N elson
with the means to foresta ll Napoleon's schem e of invasion in the previous
year. To include parliamentary affairs in this manner was unusual, for
Guildford election campaigns in the early 19th Century w ere generally
divorced from national po litics. But even in this instance the prim ary
appeal was to patriotism  as opposed to party dogma. Entitled "A Plum per
for Sum ner," the first four v e rse s  mainly concerned them selves with
em phasising Sumner's support for P itt, whilst the la st one reiterated his
other campaign theme - that of his independence.
"He's a true-hearted Man, as a Briton should be;
Determined and open, Unfetter'd and F ree.
As the breeze on the Mountains,, or wave on .the Sea 
Huzza for the Plum pers for SUMNER,
The Straight-forward Man of the Day ."*3
*1 The tag "Bonaparte" was presumably used to indicate M artyr's 
standing within the Borough as Grantley's agent.
*2 Squibs op cit.
*3 Museum G 3206.
At the election , on 29th October, Tom Onslow introduced his son to the 
electors in his usual genial manner, saying to the three candidates: "Gentle­
men, I am like the Irishm an who was asked to cut in at whist and couldn't, 
who said , 'As I can't play m yself I hope you'll all win'. Thomas Cranley 
Onslow was in fact returned at the head of the poll with a large m ajority, 
gaining 155 votes to Sumner's 89 and to Norton's 86 .
Compared with 1796, Norton's share of the vote slumped disastrously  
amongst the reta ilers and the craftsm en - down 31% and 18% resp ectively  
in 1806. Although Norton retained the confidence of the upper c la s se s ,  
the large middle section of the electorate, as a whole came out against him . 
Consequently his share of the poll declined from 45% in 1796, to 26% in 
1806 - an indication of the dissatisfaction with the Norton in terest that had 
arisen  from Lord Grantley's flagrant attempts to enforce his own w ill on 
the Corporation during the preceding twelve months. For the O nslows, on 
the other hand, 1806 marked a revival in fortunes and a return to the leve l 
of support that they had enjoyed in 1790. No doubt the narrowness of their  
1796 victory had resulted in the fam ily's Borough interest being given m ore  
attention.
Table 17: Voting by Occupational & S ocia l C lass in 1806
C lass Occupational C lass 
Onslow; N orton Sumner
Social "Class" 
Onslow Norton Sumiier
Upper C lasses. (1 & 2 ) 
P rofessions & Gentlemen
48 31 21 49 28 23
C apitalists & the Wealthy -
Middle C lasses (3 & 4) 47 24 29 45 23 32
R etailers (49 16 35)
Petty Entrepreneurs (50 32 18)
Craftsmen & C lerical (45 26 29)
Working C lasses (5) 
Sem i- and Unskilled
46 27 \ 27 46 27 27
With ten years having elapsed since the previous election in 1796, half the 
electorate had not voted before. "New" and "old" electors alike gave strong  
support to the Onslows, but whereas "new" voters preferred Sumner to Norton, 
"old" voters showed a slight preference for the latter.
*1 Onslow typescript op cit Ch XXII p. 12.
Table 18 : Voting Behaviour of "Old" and "New" E lectors in 1806 (P ercentages)
Onslow Norton Sumner
48 24 28
47 28 26
The changes in the occupational make-up of the electorate between 1796 
and 1806 were not sufficient to have a radical impact on the election  
result.
Table 19 : Occupational Make-Up of the E lectorate 1796 - 1806
1796 1806
Gentlemen 11 11
P rofessions 12 11
R etailers 15 17
Petty Entrepreneurs 11 ! 5
Craftsmen 42 36
C lerical/Sub-m anagers 3 4
Labour 6 8
When the vot es of those polled at both the contests in which Sumner was 
involved are compared, it is  apparent that the m ajority of e lectors voted  
in an entirely consistent manner, despite the tim e-gap between 1790 and 
1806. Of the 38 concerned, 24 (63%) cast their votes in exactly the sam e  
way on the two occasions, whilst 9 (24%) changed their votes and 5 (13%) 
abstained. (See Table below - for the sake of clarity  the nine changes are  
underlined and m ost voters in 1796 are om itted).
"New" E lectors 
"Old" E lectors
Table 20: A Comparison of Voting in 1790 & 1806
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In a v erse  published on 4th November, Sumner had been accused of 
having used faggot votes and of having bribed the Corporation. The 
w riter wishes:
"Success to the old Corporation . . .
And long may it be
Independent and free
From Nabobs and such botheration
Let him (Sumner) faggot who he will
We will have Norton still
H ere’s Norton and the Old Corporation . . .
Now the poll it is  c losed  .
And a m em ber they’ve chos'd  
To support the new Corporation 
But I'd have them to know 
That they shan't have it so 
For w e’l l  try it by scrutinization  
He can't stand a scrutinization  
H e's against all the laws of the nation 
And his law yers, you know.
To the De'il ought to go
For bribing the old Corporation. M*1
This view that Sumner's election would not bear the weight of an
investigation was vindicated by the verdict of the House of Commons'
2Committee which heard the petition submitted by General N orton.*  
Sumner was unseated in March 1807 . No mention, however, was made 
of the charge that Sumner created faggot votes. Despite suggestions 
to the contrary, it seem s likely that such votes were excluded at the poll. 
Wilson states that the a sse sso r  to the returning officer advised that no 
freeholds created since news of the contest had become known, should be
*1 Squib CPL.
*2 Journals of the Commons 47 Geo III Vol 62 p. 240.
c t umxt Lt j u . i n t i i  mis wci£j me ea.»e xfcj cum inneu in one instance ax
least, by the rejection of John Allen, who had received a lea se  from  
Lord Grantley on 14th O ctober.* The petition alleged that many of 
Norton's supporters had had their names entered in the poll books, only 
for their votes to be rejected by the returning officer; that the votes of 
many who had no right to vote at the election were admitted in favour of 
Sumner; and that during the election Sumner, his agents and managers 
"were guilty of divers illega l corrupt and unwarrantable p ra c tices ."
These were said to involve treating, bribery and the intimidation of 
Norton supporters, including forceful detention.
An instance of one such occurrence was reported in the Tim es on 
Friday November 7th, in a law report on the application for a writ 
of Habeas Corpus to gain the release from jail of George White. White 
was a freeman of Guildford who had twice tried to vote for General Norton 
at the Election, but had not done so because of the large crowd m illing  
round the hustings on each occasion. On the evening of October 30th 
he was at home with his wife and children when a Mr, W illiam R ussell 
and two other men entered his apartment and seized  him , on.the grounds 
that he was a deserter from the 2nd Surrey M ilitia. In fact he had only 
recently been discharged from the regim ent. He was taken to the house 
of a J .P . , unnamed "for reasons of delicacy," who supported Sumner.
It was made clear to White that if he voted for Sumner he would be 
discharged. White refused to be intimidated and was therefore taken 
before Sumner's agent - Sm allpiece - who drew up a committment to the 
County ja il. No crim e was mentioned. The judge accepted that White was 
being held to prevent him from voting and issued  w rits to free him .
The allegation of Sumner bribing the Corporation was not directly referred  
to by the parliamentary enquiry. What evidence rem ains, is  inconclusive. 
The Corporation m em bers were no doubt the recipients of generous 
treating from Sumner, as would be any electors in such a c lo se  contest, 
but it is  doubtful whether many of them , if any at a ll, had actually sold  
their votes at an agreed price. Yet Sumner did attract far m ore support 
from the body of Approved Men. than he had done 16 years ea r lier . In 
1790 he gained 5 Corporation votes to Norton's 15, whereas in 1806 he
*1 Wilson op cit p .254. (Serjeant Onslow acted as a ssesso r ).
*2 Grantley papers, G. M.
achieved 10 to his opponent's lb . N onetheless, despite bumner's 
increased support, Norton still markedly retained the Corporation's 
confidence compared with his adversary. The charge against Mayor 
Charles Booker - that as returning officer he was biased in favour of 
Sumner - seem s still le s s  likely . In the struggle over the choice of Mayor 
to serve during the period October 1805 to October 1806, when the general 
election seem ed likely , Lord Grantley had ensured Waugh's su cc ess .
It was unlikely that he would forego exercising his authority again in the 
October of 1806 when a general election was about to take place. M oreover, 
Booker had already been mayor in 1798 and had not voted for Sumner in 
1790, supporting Chappie Norton at both previous contests. 21.voters  
were rejected in 1806, but it is  im possible to reach any firm conclusions 
about the validity of their exclusion when no information is  given either  
about which candidates they were supporting or about why they were  
rejected. 13 of those rejected figured amongst the last 20 electors in the 
Poll Book. Hence, taken as a whole, their exclusion was probably justified  
in that the two competing in terests no doubt belatedly attempted to swing 
the Election their way by presenting follow ers at the poll who did not 
p ossess all the necessary  qualifications to vote. Such rejects as the non­
resident bailiff William Wakeford and the Rev. William Cole, had not been 
permitted to vote in 1796 as w ell.
Thus, except for the case of George White reported in the Tim es , the 
evidence that rem ains of irregu larities at the contest appears som ew hat. 
sketchy. N onetheless, after an investigation which included the 
appearance as a witness of one Jam es H a r r a w a y , a  prisoner for debt 
in the Surrey Goal (Southwark) , Parliam ent saw fit to reseat Norton on 
petition. One is  left with the feeling, however, that a crucial factor in 
this decision may have been Sumner's opposition to the government,
Norton being a supporter of the incumbent M inistry of A ll T alents.
*1 In the 1806 Poll Book, Jam es Harraway Senior, a breachm aker,
is recorded as having voted for Onslow and Norton, whilst Jam es his 
son, had his vote rejected.
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The circum stances surrounding the fall of the M inistry of All the 
Talents and the establishment of an administration under the Duke of 
Portland in March 1807, gave fresh proof of the power of the Crown.
Though no longer able to form cabinets and parliamentary m ajorities as 
he chose, George III could still choose between competing faction s. In 
1807, however, George was aided in his designs by the fact that the Commons 
had also  lost confidence in the adm inistration. The War had not been going 
w ell, on top of which the government had introduced controversial m easures  
concerning the slave trade and Catholic relief. Once assem bled, Portland's*’ 
weak coalition (which included the Tories Canning and Castlereagh) dissolved  
Parliam ent.*^
The Corporation" of London had already sounded the main note of the 
election in thanking the King for "the decided support and protection given 
by him to the protestant reform ed religion'*. In England the election was
3
subsequently fought on this issu e  of "No Popery . "* The Portland
m inistry's appeal to the electorate on the question of supporting George
in his stand against Catholic relief, confirmed the coalition in power.
The Whigs complained that the King had corrupted the electorate, but
J ennings considers that "no extraordinary efforts appear to have been 
4
made."* This is  borne out by the Guildford Election where the voting was 
much the sam e as it had been eight months earlier . In 1807, out of 205 
electors who had voted at the previous contest, 11 changed their vote and a 
further 6 abstained (Table 21 ). Had "No Popery" been a real issu e  in 
the Borough, then one would have expected the Tory George Sumner (who 
subsequently opposed Wellington's Catholic R elief Act of 1829) to have 
benefitted. With only the P oll Book- remaining as source m aterial for the 
Guildford Election, any conclusions can only be tentative but the evidence 
suggests that national politics did not play a significant role in the Borough's 
contest.
*1 The Form er colleague of Fox, he had joined P itt's government in 
July 1794 and by 1807 had become one of the King's stoutest 
supporters.
*2 Watson op cit pp. 441-443. .
*3 M ichael Roberts 'The Whig Party 1807-1812 ' p. 229.
*4 Jennings op cit p. XXI
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Charles Booker was still Mayor in May 1807 and was thus Returning 
Officer again at the Election, which stretched over four full days. In
1806, 170 electors had been allowed to vote, with 21 being rejected . In
1807, 158 voted, the number of rejections increasing to 32. On aggregate, 
Sumner lo st four votes compared with his rival Norton from amongst 
these individuals. M oreover, of the votes cast by 15 new e lectors, Sumner 
only captured 6 votes to Norton's 9. (All 15 electors also supported 
Onslow). Amongst those abstaining and those who no longer appeared on 
the reg ister , both Sumner and Norton lo st 7 votes. Only amongst those  
electors who changed their allegiances between 1806 and 1807 did Sumner 
make a gain over Norton - of two votes. Thus Norton was able to turn
the tables on Sumner, turning a two-vote defeat in 1806, into a tw o-vote
victory in 1307, by 81 votes to 79. Thomas Cranley Onslow comfortably 
led  the poll again with 151 votes. Voting in relation to occupation and social 
groups was sim ilar to the previous year. W hereas the upper c la sse s  
favoured Norton, the middle c la sse s  overall preferred Sumner. Throughout 
the electorate, Onslow was the m ost popular candidate.
Table 22; Voting by Occupational and Social "Class" in 1807 (Percentages)
Class Occupational Class 
Onslow Norton Sumner
Social "Class" 
Onslow Norton Sumner
Upper C lasses (1 & 2) 
P rofession s and Gentlemen
49 27 24 49 28 23
C apitalists & the Wealthy - -
Middle C lasses ( 3 & 4) 49 25 26 48 23 29
R etailers (49 16 35)
Petty Entrepreneurs (50 32 18)
Craftsmen & C lerical (45 26 29)
Working C lasses (5) 
Sem i- and unskilled
47 33 20 47 33 20
Despite the narrowness of the resu lt, Sumner did not choose to challenge the 
validity of the election, but im m ediately became a candidate in the Surrey 
County contest. The lack of any petition lends weight to the suggestion that 
Sumner was actually supported at the County election by General Norton.
If true, then the importance of personalities over polic ies and of loca l politics  
over national issu es  is  underlined, since the two men differed over the 
Catholic question. Sumner was in fact elected for Surrey, thus term inating  
his tong-standing struggle with the Norton interest in Guildford.
*1 W ilson op cit p. 255.
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At the 1812 General Election, the Guildford constituency was not
contested. Indeed there were only 39 contests in the English Boroughs
as a whole, the sm allest number since 1774. Mitchell describes the
whole affair as a "holding election, with little  popular in terest, a paucity
of issu es  and comparatively few changes."*’*’ Nationally, Lord L iverpool’s
new administration gained some 60 sea ts . One of these gains occurred at
2
Guildford where Arthur Onslow* and Thomas Cranley Onslow were  
returned unopposed. The Whig m em ber, General Norton, did not stand 
for re-election . Why Lord Grantley should have apparently le t the fam ily  
influence lapse in the Borough for the first time in 50 years, may have
3
been related to the condition of the Norton fam ily.* In 1812, W illiam
2nd Lord Grantley, was already 70 years Old, and, as both his sons had
died in childhood, he had no male heirs for whom to find seats in
Parliam ent. His brother, General Chappie Norton was only 4 years
younger and probably did not relish  the prospect of yet another struggle
4
in order to retain his Guildford sea t.*  The only other surviving son of 
the first Lord was F letcher Baron Norton, aged 68 and Senior Baron of the 
Court of the Exchequer in  Scotland where he resided. His position as 
a judge ruled him out as a Parliam entary candidate. His eldest son, F letcher, 
was a lieutenant in the Grenadier Guards and as heir apparent to the family  
t it le s , was presumably more concerned with the Nortons m ost important 
estates in Yorkshire, than with others like Guildford. The la tter 's  two 
younger brothers did in fact represent the Borough in later l ife , but not 
until 1826 and 1831. Thus the Nortons had no m ember of their own fam ily  
who was both willing and able to represent the constituency. N either was 
Lord Grantley as personally involved with Guildford as he had been in the 
past. He had m ysteriously resigned his office as the town's. R ecorder in 
1808, though at the sam e time had specified W illiam Best should be his
*1 A. M itchell The Whigs in Opposition 1815-1830 p. 116.
*2 Arthur, a Sergeant at Law, was the brother-in-law  of Tom Onslow,
the 2nd E arl. A m ember of the Shropshire branch of the fam ily, he 
obtained the patronage of the Surrey Onslows through m arriage.
*3 Oldfield in the 1816 edition of his History of the Boroughs (op cit)
sim ply states that at the 1812 Election "the Earl of Onslow appears to 
have recovered the fam ily influence by nominating both the m em bers. "
(p .593).
*4 General Norton, who first sat for the Borough in 1784, had been
involved in three particularly hard fought contests with Sumner in
1790, 1806 and 1807. He died in 1818.
P etersfie ld , becoming Bridport's representative in 1812 until he stood
2in the Norton in terest for Guildford 6 years la ter . * At any rate he 
him self had no need of the Guildford seat prior to that date.
' .  ■ ■ ■ 3In 1818, Best defeated the Whig candidate Jam es Henry Frankland*
by 74 votes to 61, whilst Arthur Onslow headed the poll, with 120 votes.
The contest seem s to have aroused no excitem ent or controversy. The
Whig County Chronicle, reporting on the Guildford Borough election for
the first tim e, sim ply stated that after two days polling Frankland had .
4conceded defeat.* Thus B est's Victory was more decisive than might 
appear at first sight from his narrow majority of 7. How much m ore it  
would have been had all the electors registered  their votes, is  im possible  
to say. As it was, only 132 voters were polled before the premature ending 
of the contest. At lea st another thirty e lectors remained unpolled.
Although no posters or tracts survive, there can be no doubt that Best
was standing at the Election as Lord Grantley’s nominee and that
Frankland was .continuing the example set by Sumner of opposition to
the established in terests. Out of 65 e lectors who voted for Sumner in both
1806 and 1807, 32% voted for Frankland in 1818 and only 10% for B est. On
the other hand, out of another 65 electors who voted for Norton on the two
previous occasions, 2 3% supported Best and 4% Frankland in 1818. (See
Table 23 ). It is  significant that of the 132 polled in 1818, only 3%
(4 individuals) voted for both Best and Frankland. Interestingly, 3 of these
54 electors were from the sam e fam ily - the R ussell brothers.*
*1 Such dictation was resented by a section of the townspeople. In another
biblical squib, Best was said to be "possessed  with a lying tongue and 
regardeth not the truth - moreover ; he is  an adulterer and a whoremonger". 
(Some of the latter activ ities had allegedly taken place with a maid at the 
house of the "Chief Shaver" - hairdresser Robert H arrison .) Thus the 
"tools of Gog . . . chose him whom Gog had said should be the man. "
Squibs op c it.
*2 B est, having inherited a fortune, was called to the bar in 1789 and becam e  
serjeant-at-law  in 1799. Initially a Whig, he changed his p o litics and 
became Solicitor General to the Prince of Wales in 1813. Prom otion to 
Attorney-General followed in 1816. (D .N .B . Op cit VolTV p.  420).
*3 Frankland, of Eashing House near Godalming, was a sm all landowner
and Surrey m agistrate. Through m arriage he was related to the 
old Godalming.family of the G ills.
*4 Chronicle 2 3rd June.
*5 A curious state of affa irs, since W illiam R ussell had felt the heavy, hand
of Norton influence when beaten at the controversial 1805 election for  
Mayor.
Table 23 : A Comparison of Voting in 1806, 1807 & 1818
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Because the 1818 Poll Book did not contain a l is t  of the electorate, 
some of these unpolled electors may have deliberately abstained. 
The numbers unpolled in 1818 were abnormally high because of the 
premature closure of the election.
Why Frankland did not p ress the Norton in terest as strongly as Sumner had 
done in the past, can be fairly readily deduced. Frankland could not match 
the la tter 's Parliam entary experience* socia l standing or personal popularity 
in Guildford. N either were circum stances so propritious for a challenge 
to Lord Grantley in 1818. Corporation politics were not as controversial 
as in the previous decade. Ironically, prior to 1818, the la st occasion of 
widespread ill-fee lin g  over Lord Grantley's handling of Corporation affairs, 
had been over B est1 s election as the town's recorder. But that was nearly  
ten years in the p a st. Consequently, with the exception of the very  sm all 
group of ordinary w orkers, Frankland received  le s s  support throughout the 
electorate than Sumner had enjoyed. Assum ing the occupational make-up 
of the electorate was not radically different to 1806/7, at the tim e of 
Frankland's resignation the voters remaining unpolled were mainly amongst 
those groups, notably the businessm en, who strongly favoured his opponents.
T a b l e  24 : Voting by Occupational and Social "Class" in 1818 (Percentages)
C lass Occupational Class 
Onslow Best Frankland
Social "Class" 
Onslow Best Frankland
Upper C lasses ( 1 & 2) 
P rofession s & Gentlemen
46 37 17 46 37 17
Capitalists and the Wealthy - -
Middle C lasses (3 & 4) 47 29 24 48 24 28
R etailers (45 30 25) ■ .
Petty Entrepreneurs (48 40 12)
Craftsmen.and C lerical (48 25 27)
Working C lasses (5) 
Semi- and unskilled.
50 9 41 50 9 41
Not a great deal can be deduced from voting patterns over the five  
contests as a whole during the period 1790 to 1818. Apart from the contrasting  
personalities involved as candidates, only thirteen electors voted in all the 
contests, m ainly because of the tim e span involved but partly because the 
elections of 1790 and 1818 ended prem aturely. (Some forty electors w ere  
actually eligible to vote in both contests). But the thirteen who did have a 
complete voting record, demonstrate a remarkable degree of loyalty to the 
Onslow in terest. Out of a possib le 65 votes (there being five elections and 
thirteen e lectors), the Onslows gained 58 (89%). M oreover, of the six
electors who did not uniformly support the Onslow in te r e st / three voted 
consistently for the Nortons and one always for the candidate standing against 
the established in terests. Votes were "floating"'only'in so far as the strong  
rival attraction of George Sumner and the Norton interest w ere concerned.
Six of the thirteen electors voted for Sumner on each of the three occasions 
that he stood, three on a single occasion, one elector twice and three electors  
never. But Sumner's supporters did not automatically transfer their loyalty  
to Frankland in 1818. Although four e lectors out of the thirteen did 
vote four tim es out of the five for the candidates challenging the "establishmenl! 
there was no solid  block of support for the "outsiders".
Table 25 : Voting at Guildford E lections 1790-1818
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The contest of 1830 was the first in the constituency since 1818.
In 1819, when Sergeant William Best became a Welsh judge, a deputation
of electors had invited Charles Baring Wall to offer h im self as a
candidate. ** Wall accepted the proposal and was returned without
opposition. The following year, he was again unopposed, as was the other
sitting m em ber, Sergeant Arthur Onslow. At the 1820 nomination m eeting,
Wall em erged as le s s  conservative than his fellow Tory. Whereas Onslow
considered the "Six Acts" as "im periously called for by the circum stances
of the country", deserving of his support, Wall on the other hand em phasised
he could not support restrictions on the p ress . Wall, admitting his
sentim ents in general coincide with those of Lord Liverpool's adm inistration,
said he was in favour of re lie f for Catholics and of the Reform plan proposed
by Lord John R ussell. Throughout his speech, cheers were interm ingled
with cr ies of "No Popery". Evidently Wall was standing in the Norton
interest, as he was proposed by John Martyr, the lawyer who Organised
Lord Grantley's election campaigns. Consequently at the next general
2
election in 1826 when George Chappie Norton* came forward as a candidate 
along with Sergeant Onslow, Wall retired , to become MP for Wareham.
So the Onslow-Norton hegemony continued.
Yet all was not well with the Onslow influence in Surrey. Tom the 2nd Earl 
was apparently a character of little  substance. Vuliiamy condemns him as 
"little more than a clowning buffoon" . * Whilst such a judgement may have 
been unduly harsh, Tom does seem  to have p ossessed  a genial yet shallow  
personality. F alse modesty aside, even Tom's own se lf-a sse ssm e n t, in 
an essay  on driving, supports this view: "I deem m yself . . . perhaps one 
of the m ost competent men in all England to handle this subject; as it 
required no talent and because it would be difficult to find another man in 
all the British dominions who had been sufficiently idle and stupid enough 
to have driven four horses nearly every day of his life  - and - forty years  
uninterruptedly. "* And on his death Gentleman's Magazine' , assum ing
*1 A Handbook to Guildford ed Gardner & Stent (1859) p. 25. Wall 
was related to the Baring Banking fam ily.
*2 Brother of Lord Grantley.
*3 Vuliiamy op cit p. 230
*4 Onslow typescript op cit p.
jqo personal m alice was involved, couia nna notmng laudatory at ail to 
say about him in the obituary notice. *  ^ It was left to a correspondent 
in the following issu e  to point out that Tom had always been very liberal to 
the poor in the neighbourhood of Clandon. Despite his generosity and 
honesty, Tom was clearly  unfitted to reverse the decline in the fam ily's
2political influence in Surrey, which had begun under his father George. * 
N onetheless, in Guildford itse lf , the Onslow influence apparently remained  
unimpaired during Tom's tim e as second earl from 1814 - 1827. Following 
his death, however, the fam ily's fortunes sank to a new low.
Tom's youngest son, Edward Mainwaring, was a JP and an active citizen  
of Guildford. But, a radical in p o litics , he was not directly concerned  
with fostering the fam ily's political influence in the Borough. His elder  
brother, Thomas Craniey, had represented the town from 1806 to 1818.
3
Thomas, however, was more involved with the army and Surrey m ilitia*
than with Guildford itse lf , and on his father's death moved to Hampshire.
Far m ore damaging for the Onslow interest was the anim osity which existed
between Tom and his eldest son, Arthur George. The origins of their
quarrel, which finally blew up over Edward's failure to appear at Court,
lay in Tom's favouritism  for Thomas Cranley. When Arthur George became
3rd Earl in 1827, the apparent hatred for his father was extended to the
family seat at Clandon Park. Consequently the house was never occupied
by him and left totally abandoned for forty years. Arthur h im self lived  in
the village of West Clandon and later at Richmond. His b itterness and
mental instability was increased by the death of his wife in 1830 and of
4his only son in 1852.* Virtually a reclu se , he was alm ost unknown to the 
m ajority of his contem poraries. Though som etim es he did make an 
appearance in the House of Lords, and was understood to be "a strong Tory", 
he never spoke in a debate. The one good deed recorded by him, was the 
gift of land on which the Royal Surrey hospital was built in 1863. Becoming  
even more withdrawn as he grew old, Arthur finally died "wretched, u se le ss  
and unhappy' in 1870 at the age of 93. Behind him he left a now virtually  
derelict mansion and a family name of greatly diminished standing. "In
*1 Gentleman's Magazine Vol 97 p. 269.
*2 George's deviousness and opportunism had lo st the fam ily respect.
Onslow op cit p. 180.
*3 He led  a battalion of the Scots Guards in the Peninsular War and 
became Colonel of the Surrey M ilitia in 1812.
*4 Vuliiamy op cit pp. 248-250.
the hands of Tom Onslow . . . The Earldom had ceased to be noble:
in the hands of Arthur George, who followed him, it ceased to be 
1observable".*
The imminent decline in the Onslow's fortunes was initially signalled in
1830. When Sergeant Arthur Onslow resigned as the Borough's M .P . in
June of that year because of a total lo ss  of sight, no other relative came
forward to represent the fam ily in terest. With the new Earl becoming
a recluse, this failure to contest.the seat was the result of d isin terest,
rather than of the incapacity to defend it. There is  no evidence to suggest
that the decline in the fam ily's County influence during the first decades
of the century was matched by any corresponding deterioration in the Onslow's
position in Guildford. In any event, for the first time since 1660, the town
was left without an Onslow as one of its m em bers. It remained for George
Chappie Norton, George Holme Sumner and Charles Baring Wall to contest
the 1830 election. With no Onslow representative in the contest, the
election centred on the allegation that Lord Grantley was intent on having
two candidates returned in the Norton interest. However, their fam ily
influence too was not as great as it had been. At the sam e tim e as
Arthur Onslow had resigned as M .P . he had also  vacated the Recordership  
2of the town. * At a Common Hall m eeting on 18th June an election was
3
held between George Chappie Norton and Sir Jam es Scarlett* to f ill  the
vacancy. It resulted in 17 votes being cast for each man. Norton was
finally chosen as Recorder by a majority of three at a Guild Merchant on 
44th October. * That he was not elected  out-right on the first occasion, 
indicates F letcher, 3rd Lord Grantley, did not exercise  the sam e degree 
of control over the Corporation as his p redecessor William had done.
Although F letcher was unanimously elected as the town's High Steward on 
his uncle's death in 1822, the Norton hold on Corporation p o litics was 
evidently looser  by 1830.
Unfortunately information about the 1830 Parliam entary contest is  lim ited .
No relevant issu es of the Herald appear to survive and the Chronicle
*1 Ibid p. 243.
*2 Court Book op cit B R /O C /l/1 5 , G.M .
*3 Scarlett, the Attorney General, was a m em ber of the W est Indian 
in terest and lived at Abinger near Guildford.
*4 County Herald 9th October.
carried no account of the Election itself: an indication no doubt of the
parochial nature of the Borough’s politics. This im pression is  confirmed
by surviving sources which make no mention of such national issu es as the
corn laws and Reform. These handbills and squibs" are all concerned
with Lord Grantley’s alleged manoeuvrings. With his role in the build-up
to the Election already being critic ised , Lord Grantley issu ed  a poster at
the end of June giving his version of events. "In consequence of a m ost
m alicious unfounded and untrue report, that I (Lord Grantley) had said
to Mr. Austen of Shalford, that I could return both Members of the
Borough of Guildford, and which was stated to me to have been propagated 
2by Mr. Woodyer* and which tended to do much injury to my brother 
Mr. Norton, upon his canvass for the Representation of the Borough; I 
deemed it necessary  im m ediately to see Mr. Austen, from whom it was . 
stated Mr. Woodyer had received his information; Mr. Austen in the 
fu llest manner possible denied ever having said anything of the kind either  
to Mr. Woodyer or any one else; and gave me the following:
WRITTEN DECLARATION 
’I hereby certify that there is  No Truth whatever in the 
Report that I had stated that Lord Grantley said he 
could return both the m em bers for the Town of 
Guildford.'
signed V
Guildford 29th June 1830 ’H. E. Austen1*
Lord Grantley then goes on to describe how, accompanied by Alderman 
4Sparkes* a Norton supporter, he went to see  Woodyer. The latter • 
refused to let them enter his house for their talk. Grantley therefore  
asked Woodyer if he was the origin of the story circulating in the town.
"Mr Woodyer m ost positively denied ever having said anything of the kind: 
upon which I requested him to affix his name to Mr. Austen's declaration, 
but which he refused to do; and upon which Refusal I declared the report to 
be a gross falsehood, and that I was convinced by his declining to sign  
the Declaration, that he HAD propagated the Report . . .  upon which
*1 A local squire.
*2 A doctor of the town. He had seconded Sergeant Onslow's
candidature in 1820.
*3 P oster, G8068, G.M .
*4 Mayor of Guildford in 1820, 1825, 1833 & 1838. A Banker.
Mr. Woodyer threw the Declaration into the street, walked into his House, 
and shut the Door upon us. In conclusion Sparkes asserted  that he had 
heard the story a fortnight before, and had also  understood it to have 
emanated from Woodyer.
The latter was not slow to issu e  his own handbills, to acquaint the e lectors  
2with "FACTS". * The Doctor relates how he "was assa iled  in the public 
street" by Grantley and Sparkes and "unceremoniously required to sign a 
paper written in a legal hand . . . The tone and tenor of the Application 
induced a feeling of disgust and contempt in my mind and I threw away the 
paper, positively refusing to sign i t . " He then reiterates what he had told 
Lord Grantley, of his own discussions with Henry Austen about the town's 
politics. On one occasion, Woodyer sa y s , Austen confided "without any 
reservation, 'That within the la st six  w eeks, Lord Grantley had p ressed  
him to become a Candidate for Guildford. ' I im m ediately observed that in 
my opinion, it was incompatible with the usual course of Borough 
Representation, for one in terest to return two m em bers; and that I, as 
an E lector, should certainly r es is t  it."  M oreover, Woodyer went on to 
state that earlier  in the day Austen had confirm ed that these were  
Grantley's very words. He finished with a piece of outright electionering.
"I am sure you will join me in feeling regret that the Noble 
House of Wonersh are so badly advised respecting the 
P olitics  of this Borough, as to be ignorant that we unanimously . 
cherish the hope of always being FREE ELECTORS and I 
Particularly wish them to know, that a relative respect is  
due to each Constituent, the want of which seem s to have 
driven us to seek a Representative in a Gentleman residing  
at a distance from u s ,*3 but whose qualifications for the 
Honor (sic ), it w ill be admitted by a ll, do us much credit 
for the election made of him , "
The following day, Austen gave his version  of the affair. Entertaining
"a sincere friendship and esteem 1 for both Grantley and Woodyer, Austen
disclaim ed the latter's statem ent that he had been pressed  by Lord
4Grantley to stand for the Borough.*
*1 Ibid.
*2 P oster dated 1 July G8067, G.M.
*3 A reference either to Sumner, liv in g  at West H orsley, or m ore  
probably to Wall, M .P . for Wareham at this tim e.
*4 Handbill dated 2 July. Squibs C . P . L .
Yet clearly  J-,ord Urantley had suggested to Austen that he should put 
him self forward for election. What Austen found objectionable was Woodyer1 s 
suggestion that his candidature would have been dependent for support on 
the Norton interest. Grantley h im self published a rejoinder to Woodyer's 
statement on the sam e day. The latter was accused of carefully avoiding 
to answer the charges against him; "of Ungentlemanly Conduct in 
propagating a m ost gross FALSEHOOD" relative to what Lord Grantley had 
said; and of "presenting a garbled statem ent of facts TOTALLY DISTINCT 
from the original question to divert the attention of the e lectors of 
Guildford SOLELY FOR ELECTIONEERING PURPOSES. "* 1 Finally  
Grantley enunciated his own attitude to the Borough: "Gentlemen, no man 
has a greater respect for your Freedom of Election that m yself. No man 
would more sincerely  grieve were he JUSTLY to incur your unfavourable 
opinion. "
Thus it would seem  that Lord Grantley did take an initial sounding as to 
whether he could ultim ately gain the election of two M .P . s agreeable  
to him self. But his move was rightly or wrongly interpreted by his 
opponents as a schem e to dominate the Borough's representation. 
Consequently his not unnatural desire to see  two candidates elected  of whom 
he approved, became portrayed as an infringement of the voters' freed om , 
of election. One election squib at lea st took this as its them e. F ive v e rse s  
long, the first and la st read as follows
"Come, all who w ill, and dare be free,
Come, ev'ry:Son of Liberty,
Come, all oppos'd to Bribery,
And hurl down G(ran)t(le)y's Nominee!
Be firm  and brave 
Your town to save  
Blast, in the Bud, their base Endeavour!
Their Ears confound 
With Freedom 's sound 
W rite, and Poll for WALL AND SUMNER! "
"FREEMEN, advance! our glorious cause  
Its to protect our RIGHTS and LAWS'.
Advance! . . . and, for P rosterity  
P reserve  till death, Your LIBERTY!
Then FREEMEN, all 
Obey, THIS CALL, . . .
*1 Handbill, dated 2 July, G8068, G.M .
J3ia s i, in me .duci, m eir ease anaeavuur 
Their Ears confound 
With Freedom ’s sound 
OUR TOWN . . .  OUR RIGHTS . . .  SECURE FOR EVER"*
Another w riter had no doubt who was to blame for Lord Grantley’s
troubles. In a squib entitled "The Ghost of Jack Piggott" Henry Austen
is  accused of being a liar . Piggott h im self had evidently been a w ell known
2m alefactor. His ghost came to a near neighbour of one Tom White* 
and said:
"If ever the sound of P iggott's name 
Hath fired thy blood, or flushed thy brow,
G reatest of Liars', rouse thee now.
Of Liberty's foes the worst are they,
Who think not, who care not what they say.
Who offer us incense of Falsehood's shrine 
Such dark unholy deeds as thine 
What I suffer, the Devils with whom I dwell 
(for the lie s  I've told) alone can tell;
But I know that the footstool next the F ire  
Is reserved  for Guildford's GREATEST LIAR. "*3
Voting took place on Friday 30th July and ended the sam e day, with 
George Norton's resignation at the c lo se  of the poll. Wall was a clear  
victor with 117 votes to Sumner's 82 and Norton's m eagre total of 60.
Only 136 voters were polled, with just four other electors being rejected. 
Presum ably Norton's defeat would have appeared all the more humiliating 
had the contest continued.
Judging from the available evidence, the Election was fought entirely on 
the issu e  of Guildford's "independence". George Austen* , apparently 
having been prevented by Norton supporters from addressing the e lectors
5
at the c lose  of the Election, issued  a handbill the next day. * He expressed  
his thanks to the two su ccessfu l candidates for standing, because it had 
enabled the town to return to Parliam ent "independent and able 
Representatives". The Borough voters"fixed and unalterable disposition . . . 
in preserving for posterity, our Rights and Liberties^had thus been 
demonstrated. He goes on "to take the liberty of expressing the high
*1 Squibs C .P .L .
*2 Henry Austen's name has been pencilled in near th is, presum ably by
a contemporary.
*3 Squibs op cit. -
*4 A grocer in Guildford, he was possibly a cousin of Henry Austen and 
voted for Wall and Sumner.
*5 Handbill G3207, G. M.
of Independence, at the glorious triumph we have this day achieved. I 
assure you, Gentlemen, it is  the proudest day of my life  . . . I w ill venture 
to a sser t there is  not a Borough in my dear Country that p o sse sse s  more 
genuine true British feeling, m ore independent men, both in mind and 
pocket, or stands more respectable, in proportion to its population and 
extent, than the Borough of Guildford".
Austen's eulogy is  understandable in that the influence of both of the town's 
aristocratic patrons had been diminished. It is  probable that in 1820 
W all's candidature was promoted by William Lord Grantley. But in 1830, 
although he may have received the Onslow's1 b lessing, Wall did not stand as 
the nominee of either Lord. With 2 3 votes from m em bers of the 
Corporation, as opposed to Norton's 14 and Sumner's 13, it is  evident that 
m ost of the Approved Men saw Wall as the true Tory su ccessor  to the 
Onslows' representation. There is  no evidence, however, that Lord Onslow 
publicly endorsed W all's candidature. The Corporation vote a lso  provides 
another indication of the decline in Norton influence following F letch er's  
su ccession  to the family titles in 1822. At the previous contest in 1818, 
for instance, the Norton candidate received 23 votes, the Onslows 22 and 
their opponent only 4 . A somewhat weakened Norton interest is  a lso  reflected  
in the voting of the upper sections of Guildford society . W hereas the 
occupational and socia l e lites had always supported the Nortons against 
Sumner's previous challenges, in 1830 they cast m ore votes for Sumner. As 
in 1806 the latter gained his strongest support from amongst the towns 
reta ilers .
It is  noteworthy that when the contest was ended prem aturely, only two 
ordinary workers had registered  their v o te s .f Since the 1818 election a lso  
did not run its full course and no details of the unpolled rem ain, it is  
im possible to comment on comparative changes in the electorate. In 1830, 59% 
of those polled had not voted in 1818. By co-incidence, the groups of "old" 
and "new" electors divided their votes in exactly the sam e way between Wall > 
Norton and Sumner. Despite its short duration, the contest was no tame 
affair. The handbill published by George Austen spoke of e lectors being 
"hard pressed" by Norton's friends. Austen does also refer, however, to
Table 26 : Voting by Occupational & Social "Class" in 1830 (Percentages)
Class Occupational Class 
Wall Norton Sumner
Social "Class"
Wall Norton Sumner
Upper C lasses (1 & 2) 
P rofession s & Gentlemen
47 19 34 45 23 32
Capitalists & the Wealthy - -
Middle C lasses ( 3 & 4) 45 25 30 45 .5  24 30.5
R etailers (44 10 40)
Petty Entrepreneurs (44 26 30)
Craftsm en /  C lerical (45 29 26)
Working C lasses (5) 
Sem i- and unskilled
(2 votes 1 vote 1 vote)
his own feelings of "esteem  and friendly regard" inspired by "the honourable 
and friendly manner in which MX.  Norton resigned the contest, together 
with the assurances he gave of bearing no anim osity to any open opponent,
fi
in the person of an E lector. It seem s doubtful whether Lord Grantley did 
in fact set out to return both the Borough's m em bers. The opposition's 
rallying cry that Guildford's freedom and independence were in danger of 
being undermined was too rem iniscent of the other contests in which Sumner 
had been involved. Such a campaign had enabled him to defeat the Norton 
interest in 1790 and to come within an ace of achieving the sam e feat in 1806 
and 1807. An injudicious conversation with Henry Austen thus provided Lord  
Grantley's downfall, as it enabled his opponents once m ore to follow a 
previously successfu l line of attack. In this situation the Reform question  
was an extraneous issu e . Neither were electoral changes mentioned as a 
possib le panacea for the problem of Guildford's "independence". The town's 
politics remained parochial in outlook.
*1 During the first two decades of the century, the Borough of Aylesbury  
experienced a sim ilar struggle to vindicate its  "independence". As in 
Guildford, political principles and national politics did not form a part 
of these contests. (Davis op cit pp. 43-52).
CHAPTER FIVE
Surrey P o litics 1815-30
a) The 1818 Surrey Election
b) The 1826 Surrey Election
c) Catholic Emancipation
d) The 1830 County Election
e) Agricultural Problem s
Preface
The catch-phrase "Cash, Corn and Catholics" is  a reasonably apt 
summary of the political issu es that concerned Surrey opinion during 
the period 1815-1830. In particular, the debates about corn and currency  
drew attention to what was overall the main concern of the loca l p ress  - 
the state of agriculture. At the 1818 Surrey E lection, on the other 
hand, the issu es  of liberty and reform were more prominent, and 
eight years la ter , the question of slavery competed with the Catholic 
and Corn Law problem s for attention at the hustings. By the end of 
the decade, however, economic depression and unrest amongst the 
farm workers had made agriculture the main talking-point in loca l 
p olitics. F inally, the 1830 Surrey contest is  of in terest because of the 
evidence it provides for the h istorical debate over the extent to which 
the July Revolution influenced the progress of Parliam entary Reform in 
England.
A depression in the British economy following the end of the Napoleonic Wars
was accompanied by widespread unrest amongst industrial workers and
amongst the agricultural labourers of the Eastern Counties. In Surrey,
where farming was generally backward and labour in short supply, no strikes
or riots were reported. ** An apparent attempt to assassin ate  the Regent in
1817 and the revelation of alleged revolutionary pLots prompted the
government to suspend Habeas Corpus and to restr ict the right of public
m eeting. Consequently, says Hale.vy, with the Tory m inistry strengthened
by the fear of revolution, the Whigs shied away from political questions at
2the 1818 General Election and instead em phasised financial is su e s .*
At a local lev e l, this redirection of the opposition's attack was echoed by
the Whig, County Herald , which cam e out very strongly against
governmental extravagance in an editorial entitled "The Duties of E lectors
at the P resent C risis" . It suggested that e lectors should not vote for any
candidate who had "supported M inisters in any unnecessary expense".
E lectors should vote for those who have or who w ill support "honest and
economical m easures in Parliament"* Despite an economic recovery
dating from the previous year, the elections resulted in a gain of 30 seats for  
4the opposition.*
Surrey in 1818 was one constituency where the opposition captured a seat. 
M oreover, the su ccess was achieved without a contest. Thomas Turton, 
a prospective candidate, and Sam Thornton, the Tory m em ber, both stood
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down allowing the Whig William Joseph Denison* to be returned unopposed
*1 Annual R egister 1816 passim . (For details of Surrey's agricultural 
structure, see  section "e" of this chapter. )
*2 Haleyy op cit Vol 2 p. 35.
*3 Herald 20 June 1818. <
*4 Halevy op cit Vol II p. 35
*5 Denison had been MP for Camelford from 1796 to 1802 and for Hull from
1806 to 18 07. A m illionaire, he inherited a fortune from his father
Joseph, becoming in turn a successfu l merchant and then banker. (He 
was senior partner in the firm  of Denison, Heywood and Kennard). He 
very much increased his father's fortune^ p ossessin g  huge investm ents 
and extensive landed in terests in Surrey and Yorkshire. He was worth 
about £2j m illions when he died unmarried in 1849, leaving his 
wealth to his nephew Lord Albert Conyingham. (Dictionary of 
National Biography Vol XIV p. 354. )
along with George Sumner, the County representative since 1807. The 
intention of the various candidates to stand for election was in itia lly  publicised  
in separate advertisem ents in the 'Herald on 6th June. Thomas Turton, who 
had unsuccessfully  engaged in two expensive contests for Surrey in 1812 and 
1813, made freedom from expense a condition of his candidature. He also  
required complete political freedom in the event of his election. Thornton's 
candidature was backed by another advertisem ent from a group of Surrey 
freeholders. FinaUy, after an approach from an influential group of Surrey 
Whigs, including George Barclay, Frederick Ladbroke, Jam es Scarlett 
and Henry Edmund Austen, Denison agreed to stand. This support, coupled 
with Denison's experience and great wealth, made his candidature a very  
strong one. Turton in contrast had already requested financial backing, whilst 
Sumner and Thornton as well had both borne the expense of two previous 
Surrey contests. The County had a lso  seen four su ccessive  struggles - in 
1806, 1807, 1812 and 1813 - m ore than any other county during the sam e 
period. Other purses besides the candidates' must have been feeling the 
strain. Thus yet another public conflict was unlikely, particularly as 
Denison threatened to inflict a defeat on one of the sitting Tory m em bers. 
Turton evidently did not receive the financial support n ecessary  for him to 
stand and therefore withdrew. Thornton who had declined nomination in 1806 
and had not come forward in 1812, was the existing m em ber to stand 
down.
Though no contest was expected, the supporters of Denison and Sumner arrived
early in Guildford on election day, “the utmost harmony and good humour”
2prevailing between the rival factions. Jam es Trotter* proposed Sumner
and, though acknowledging that the la tter  had often supported the government,
argued that it had not been a slavish support but had been directed by
* 3
"liberal principles in an independent manner. "* Samuel P alm er (a 
Deputy Lieutenant of Surrey) seconded the nomination. His admiration for 
Sumner's independent princip les, brought shouts from the crowd : "he voted
*1 Barclay, form erly MP for Bridport, Dorset, was Deputy-Lieutenant for  
Surrey; Ladbroke belonged to the banking family; Scarlett was King's 
Counsel; and Austen was a form er Sheriff of Surrey.
*2 Trotter lived at Horton P lace m ansion, near Epsom, on an estate  
inherited from his father, an army contractor. Trotter was Sheriff 
of Surrey in 1798.
*3 Report from the Chronicle 30th June.
for the property tax, for the suspension (of the Habeas Corpus Act) and always 
against the lib erties of the people". Palm er replied that it was im possible  
for a m ember to p lease all the various in terests in the county. This did 
hot satisfy  one freeholder, however, who proceeded to air h is view s in no 
uncertain manner, caUing Sumner "the tool of the government, and the 
disgrace of the County" in his support for "all the dirty work" of the 
administration. The sam e person had com e, in order to "express his 
dissatisfaction that no other candidate had been p roposed ." To an outburst of 
applause he asserted  that he should prefer Mr. B arclay*’*’ to Mr. Sumner, 
for of the two ev ils, he would choose the le s se r . "The form er would support 
the people som etim es, the la tter , never."
2Robert Hibbert* proposed Denison. He expressed  his admiration for the 
la tter's adherence to liberty and the constitution. In particular Denison's 
opposition to the Property Tax was em phasised, a protest m eeting having 
been organised by him, and a petition sent to Parliam ent. Hibbert was 
critica l of the weight of taxation placed on the country by the la st Parliam ent, 
and especiaUy of how it p ressed  unduly hard on the middle c la s se s .  
Consequently Denison was put forward as the man to compel m in isters  
"to bring their expenditure within their incom e. " Robert Ladbroke seconded  
the nomination.
There then followed a la st minute attempt to provoke a contest by the 
promotion of a third candidate, to stand in opposition to Sumner. A Surrey 
Freeholder, Mr. W eatherstone, addressed the m eeting, casting doubts on 
Sumner as a fit m ember for the County, saying he had expected Ladbroke 
to be proposed. As for objections of expense, W eatherstone continued, he 
for one would think nothing of contributing £100 to £200 for such a cause.
His speech was apparently received with much applause, and offers of 
support for an independent candidate came from others in the crowd.
But in the end no one e lse  was proposed, the leading personalities evidently 
being unwilling to break what was obviously a mutual agreem ent to avoid 
a contest. Hence Sumner and Denison were declared duly elected.
*1 Robert Barclay, chairing the m eeting, was an affluent Southwark 
brewer, who had moved into county politics with his purchase of 
Bury-H ill, near Dorking in 1805.
*2 A merchant engaged in the W est Indian trade.
Denison, received with shouts of approval, gave the sort of innocuous 
acceptance speech with which few, if  any, could disagree. He expounded 
on his attachment to the Constitution of 1688, his loyalty to the King, his 
fidelity to the people, his belief in peace abroad and his support for 
economy and m oderate reform at home. Sumner, between outbursts of 
h isses  and applause, gave a detailed account of his attention to the business 
of individuals, the County and the public. However, to great applause,
Mr. Weatherstone took the opportunity of reminding Sumner of his votes 
for suspending the Habeas Corpus Act, for the Indemnity B ill, for the Corn 
Bill and for Income Tax.
Thus Sumner, having been hailed as "the patron of freedom and liberty"*
in the 1790 Guildford Borough election, came in for critic ism  because of
his support for the Tory government's rep ressive  legislation  of 1817.
Denison, with his support for m oderate reform and Triennial Parliam ents
as well as for economy, was the m ore popular candidate with the crowd at
the hustings. Judging from the election, the Tory adm inistration's relative
unpopularity in Surrey at this tim e owed as much to these questions of
liberty and reform , as to the generally m ore publicised problem of financial 
2retrenchm ent.* Surrey, as a comparatively self-contained area, was 
perhaps immune to the effects of much government action and had therefore  
the opportunity to view political issu es  dispassionately and to concentrate 
on the m ore "theoretical" questions . The Herald might advise electors to 
vote for those who "will support honest and economical m easures in 
Parliament" but the paper also  dealt with the benefits of Triennial 
P a r l i a m e n t s . *   ^ The passing of the 1817 rep ressive  leg isla tion  was blamed  
on the length of Parliam ent's life , the journal considering that the 
advantages of representational government were lo st when the leg isla tu re  
could la st for as long as seven years. "Powers originaHy delegated for 
the general good . . . when too long enjoyed without scrutiny or audit, are 
by the depravity of our nature, abused to individual or to party 
aggrandizement" the Herald declared.
*1 1790 Guildford Poll Book op cit p VI.
*2 e .g . Halevy op cit Vol II p 35 says: "it was financial questions which 
caused the greatest em barrassm ent to the Government. " A spinall, 
when he talks of the Wliigs~exploiting the feelings aroused "by the 
suspension of the Habeas Corpus Act and by the high Tory methods O f 
governing", gives a more accurate reflection of the 1818 General 
Election in term s of the Surrey contest at lea st. (A. AspinaU: Lord
Brougham and the Whig Party p 86).
*3 Herald 20 June.
b) The 1826 Surrey Election
The Annual R egister reported that, as a whole, the 1826 E lections were
riotous and that two issu es  were prominent - the problem of the Com  Laws
1
and the question of Catholic Emancipation.* However, the Surrey contest
saw no such disorders. The T im es, reporting on the events of the second
day, observed that the rabble were "laudably drunk" at a very early hour
in the morning but that the decent people formed the m ajority in Guildford.
Hence there was not as much noise and confusion as might have been 
2
expected.* More significantly, an additional issu e  - that of slavery - 
was raised  at the contest.
When parliam entary attempts to improve the conditions of slaves failed,
petitions in favour of abolition flowed into the Commons during February
1826. On the initiative of Lord Onslow and other Surrey freeholders, a
County m eeting to petition Parliam ent for "the im m ediate m itigation of
slavery and for its  extinction at the earliest safe and practicable period"
was held on 6th March. Various speakers, such as the Rev. Hugh McNeil of
Albury, expressed indignation at the attitude of the colonial authorities in
refusing to adopt the British government's suggestions for reform . George
Holme Sumner, who admitted having been unsympathetic towards the aim s
of other county m eetings in the past, expressed his great p leasure at the
unanimity of feeling on the question in hand. Consequently he pledged his
"uniform and persevering support" forthe gradual ending of slavery.
W. J. Denison trusted that England's power would be exhibited if  n ecessary
to put an end to slavery. The radical orator Henry Hunt, a freeholder of
the County, then made the suggestion that slaveowners might think their
loathsom e practices justified on account of the acti ons of the Surrey
M agistrates in sending white women "to exhibit their persons on the wheels 
,, 3
of a tread-m ill. * The gibe caused confusion amongst the m agistrates and 
som e cheering from the freeholders. Hunt continued his invective by 
critic isin g  Sumner's part in aiding "the government's m aladm inistration". 
The petition was presented in the Commons by Sumner h im self, on 9th 
March. However, the Parliam entary motion calling for the am elioration
*1 Annual R egister 1826 p 160
*2 The Times 14 June.
*3 A reference to the tread -m ill at the Guildford House of C orrection for  
which the m agistrates were responsible.
of slave laws in the colonies was defeated. Then at the beginning of June, 
an attempt was made by a Mr. Stephen to make the Slave Trade a test issu e  
at the forthcoming elections, by publishing an address to the electors of the 
United Kingdom in which he recommended that nobody should vote for a 
West Indies merchant or proprietor of slaves.*^  This was directly  
relevant to the Surrey contest for one of the candidates, Charles P allm er, 
was a West Indies plantation owner. -
The question of the Corn Laws had barely been mentioned at the 1818 Surrey
Election. During the period from 1817 to 1822, the price of wheat
nationally had fallen to 4 7 /-  (£2. 35) a quarter, a decrease of 50%. In
Guildford, the drop was even m ore pronounced - from approximately 119/-
2
(£5. 95) a quarter to 4 9 /-  (£2.45) a quarter.* Consequently Parliam ent 
was flooded with agricultural petitions. George Sumner was one m em ber  
to speak on behalf of the petitioners in June 1820. He argued that the 
provisions made in 1815 for the farm ers1 protection were "totally inadequate" 
and that a system  of fraud had been practised , resulting in the farm er not 
receiving an average price of 7 2 /-  (£3. 60) a quarter for their corn.
Sumner said he did not mean to attack the manufacturing or com m ercial 
in terests, but if something were not done for the farm ers, they would be 
ruined. The Petitioners claim ed that they sim ply wanted a rem unerative
3
price for corn. * With no government help forthcoming, a County m eeting  
was convened in February 1822 to consider both agricultural d istress and 
the reform of Parliam ent. Taxation was named as the chief cause of 
agricultural depression with the increase in the value of currency an 
important secondary cause. Denison was one speaker who felt that the 
farm ers' grievances would not be resolved by Parliam ent until a m easure
4
of Reform had been passed .*  Finally re lie f came at the end of 1822 when 
cereal p rices began to r ise  with the general economic recovery. From  a
*1 Annual R egister 1826 p. 169.
*2 Chronicle. The price of wheat at Guildford is  quoted in £'s per load  
and in term s of a high and a low price for the day. Thus the loca l 
p rices per quarter are only approximate ones.
*3 Chronicle 6the June 1820.
*4 Chronicle 12th February 1822.
"low" at that tim e of 3 9 /-  (£1. 95) a q u a rter /th e  price of wheat reached
a height of approximately 8 5 /-  (£4.25) a quarter in m id-1825 at the Guildford
market. The financial crash of December 1825 left the farm ers relatively
untouched and even in 1826 wheat prices in Guildford remained around
7 0 /-  (£3. 50) a quarter and for the country in general around 6 0 /-  (£3) a
quarter. Whilst the farm ers might consider even this price to be inadequate,
increasing demands came from the urban centres for the Corn Laws to bo
revised  in the opposite direction. According to Halevy, the candidates in
every constituency where there was a broad franchise made a bid for
popularity during the 1826 elections by prom ising to demand reform of the
Corn Laws.*'*' The Annual R eg ister , however, a sserted  that throughout the
country candidates took refuge in vague prom ises of supporting m easures
2
which would benefit both the grower and the consum er.* In Surrey, with 
a strong agricultural in terest to consider, none of the three candidates 
unreservedly committed them selves to a specific  revision.
In the m atter of Catholic emancipation, the T ories were in harmony with
the general feelings of the country. Though emancipation b ills w ere passed
by the Commons in 1821 and 1825 they were rejected by the Lords. Canning
gained the postponement of a General E lection until the autumn of 1826, when
he hoped conditions would be le s s  unfavourable to the advocates of
emancipation. But in England the elections were fought to the old tune of
"No P opery . 11 The Whigs, with their favourable attitude to Catholic c la im s
lo st ground. Halevy a sser ts  that the Protestant d issenters (traditional
supporters of the Whigs) in many constituencies voted for the Tory candidate
out of hatred for the Catholic Church. Consequently, when the Protestant
gains in England had been balanced against lo s se s  in Ireland, the "Protestant’1
3party em erged strengthened.* In Surrey, however, the only candidate 
to voice outright opposition to Catholic cla im s, was the defeated Tory,
George Sumner. In announcing h is candidature, Sumner alluded to his  
opposition to Catholic emancipation (he had consistently voted against the 
various b ills removing Catholic d isabilities) by em phasising his support
*1 Halevy op cit Vol II p. 240. 
*2 Annual R egister 1826 p 169.
*3 Ila l6vyp.  240.
for the "Constitution of Church and State as established during the
Glorious Revolution". Denison sim ply underlined his attachment to Whig
p r in c ip les .* ’*' On the following w eeks, the paper reported that a large body
2of freeholders had signed a requisition to Charles Nicholas P a llm er ,*
asking him to come forward for election. Later in the century, the Surrey
A dvertiser suggested that the reason for the contest was connected with
dissatisfaction over the choice of coroners for 1825. Apparently both
candidates from the "lower part" of the County had been se lected  at the
expense of the two from the "upper part" (presumably the north-east section
of Surrey). Consequently those freeholders living near the m etropolis decided
to try and elect a parliam entary representative, from their own district at
the general election the following year, since both sitting m em bers came
from the southern part of the County. Despite a clear threat to follow this
course of action at the tim e of the coroners’ election, the decision for
Pallm er to stand was left until the la st m om ent, thus taking the County by 
t 3surprise. *
The government too was caught totally unawares. In a letter  to P ee l dated 
17th June, Lord Liverpool confessed that the first he knew of the contest was 
when Sumner had approached him for money for the election campaign. 
Liverpool felt that, had he known, he might have persuaded P allm er not to 
have come forward. "I am extrem ely personally em barrassed by such a 
contest in my own neighbourhood1,1 he explained . "Pallm er is  my neighbour 
and personal friend, he is  the individual on whom I rely , on all parochial 
and loca l m atters, he is  the m ost popular man, at lea st in this part of the 
County. It is  im possible for me therefore to be otherwise than neutral and 
so I have told my friends. The real cause of the contest is  not politica l, 
Pallm er is  as good a friend of the government as Sumner, the cause of it  
is  Sumner’s personal unpopularity, he is  hated by all parties except his own 
im m ediate friends, his tem per and his manner are considered as offensive  
and overbearing. Pallm er under these circum stances was called  upon to 
com e forward, I do not believe he sought it but I earnestly wish he had 
declined it . " Observing that if  Pallm er had not become a candidate another
*1 Advertisem ents Chronicle 6th June.
*2 Pallm er owned property in Jamaica where he had lived after having 
represented Ludgershall from 1815-1817. His English residence was 
Norbiton Hall, Kingston, which he had acquired through m arriage. He 
was High Sheriff of the County in 1822.
*3 A dvertiser 3rd March 1877.
Whig would have been brought forward "with a good chance and with a 
certainty of su ccess , " Liverpool reported that he had been "quite explicit"  
with Sumner and told him "that pecuniary assistance was out of the question". 
P ee l, obviously unhappy with the situation, enquired in vain if  Sumner had 
ever taken a line in the Commons which disqualified him from receiving  
government h e l p ^  Thus a Tory Prim e M inister exhibited an attitude of 
sem i-indifference as to whether the Member for Surrey was a Tory or an 
independent Whig.
The election began on 13th June. Sumner was proposed by Sir Richard
2
Frederick and seconded by Charles B arclay.* The latter delivered a warm
eulogy bn the m erits of his friend as a supporter of Church and State, but
betrayed his concern for Sumner's electoral prospects by expressing  the
3
hope that P allm er might be induced to withdraw. John L eech ,*  nominating
Denison spoke in favour of free trade, in which category he included corn.
4John Ivatt B riscoe of Chertsey* proposed P allm er as an independent, 
arguing that the election of a Whig and a Tory would neutralise the County's 
voice in Parliam ent. B riscoe a lso  contended that the two existing m em bers 
should be opposed, since they had so often been returned to Parliam ent in 
the past that there was a danger of their seats being "perpetual". (Sumner 
had represented Surrey for virtually 20 y ea rs .)
Sumner introduced his own speech with a statement on the function of an
M .P . as he saw it. He voted in the Commons with a free hand: the practice
of calling on candidates to give pledges as to their future conduct he
. 5
considered unconstitutional.* Sumner then proceeded to say a few words 
"on three important questions now agitating the public mind". He turned out 
to be just as strongly in favour of negro emancipation as he was against
*1 Liverpool MSS Numbers 184, 186 and 187 about the "Representation 
of Surrey" (British Museum).
*2 Frederick , Lieutenant Colonel of the Surrey M ilitia, had succeeded , 
to his father's estates in 1825; Barclay was the son of the Southwark 
brewer.
*3 Leech, a Witley landowner from Lea, was the son of the Doctor who had 
been concerned on the sale of the H aslem ere freeholds in 1780.
*4 B riscoe was to become one of Surrey's M. P . s h im self in 1830 when 
Pallm er did not seek re-ection .
*5 The Tim es 13th June. ■
v c^iuiuixu tjiiiancipauun. a s  ior xne ^ am on cs, ne wouia never consent 
to any further extension of their priv ileges. Over his support for the Corn 
Laws, Sumner had incurred the displeasure of the traders in the north-east 
portion of the County. But he remained convinced that every c la ss enjoyed 
greater prosperity when the price of corn was high, than when it was low, 
since others benefitted from the farcers' greater spending power.
Denison presented h im self as a consistent support er of the abolition of
slavery , though he did not believe imm ediate emancipation was possib le.
Over the Catholic question, he felt he had lo st goodwill. Although in favour
of admitting Catholics to Parliam ent, this did not mean, he said, that he
subscribed to Catholic dogma. As for the Corn Laws, Denison attempted to
please both sid es. In a contradictory statem ent, he believed there should be
a free importation of corn along with a duty to protect the in terests of
English agriculture. P allm er began his speech by justifying his
candidature in term s of Sumner's unpopularity. He believed that M the
County was not so unanimous in approval of one of their representatives as
2they had been before'!* Regarding the three is su es  of the moment, Pallm er  
was evasive and non-com m ittal. Concessions should be given to Catholics, he 
argued, if their cause was "just", but if this involved the slightest danger 
to the Protestant Ascendancy then they should not be allowed. On the Corn 
Laws he stated his belief that "the poor ought to be w ell and cheaply fed"* 
and that the problem should be decided according to the general good of the 
Country. In regard to slavery, P allm er freely  admitted to the electors  
that he appeared before them as a West Indian planter and p o sse sso r  of 
s la v es. But he was proud to say that he had been instrum ental in bringing 
one thousand slaves within the pale of the Christian religion.
During the following days, Sumner had great difficulty in addressing the 
electors because of "the dreadful tumult" whenever he got up to speak".*^
Sim ilarly Pallm er was constantly faced with hostile placards reading "No
■ 5
Popery , No P allm er."* The Rev. Hugh McNeil contended that the
*1 Sumner's liberal view s on slavery may have been influenced by the fact 
that his opponent P allm er was h im self a West Indian plantation owner - 
though slavery of course was a question upon which a Tory could adopt 
a liberal attitude without endangering his own country's constitution.
*2 Herald 17th June.
*3 Chronicle 20th June. «...
*4 Chronicle 20th June,
*5 The Tim es 14th June
existence of a Protestant King, Parliam ent and Religion. Sumner then 
joined in the attack, denouncing P allm er's evasiveness and his im plied  
w illingness to look favourably on proposals, for Catholic emancipation should 
the concessions come before Parliam ent in a suitable form. There followed 
a question from the Rev. H.. P . Beloe of Guildford: did the slaves who had 
allegedly been baptised through, his efforts, really know what being a 
Christian involved? P allm er's retort abruptly ended the interrogation: 
the clergy in the West Indies were as diligent as the Rev. H. P . Beloe and 
hence the only possib le presumption could be that the slaves w ere aware 
of their duties as C hristians.
The pattern of voting had becom e clear by the third day. Though the farm ers 
with very few exceptions were supporting Sumner, e lectors from  London 
w ere voting for Denison and P allm er, With only 993 votes to P a llm er's  
1,303 and Denison'si, 430, the election was slipping away from Sumner. 
Efforts were made by Sumner's supporters to turn the tide. In the morning 
half a dozenfarmers' servants with their faces blackened to represent negroes 
and tied together by a rope, were driven through the town by men with 
whips. People accompanied them holding placards inscribed "Me no 
understand you M assa Pallm er". A squib was also  published accusing the 
latter of being a supporter of Catholic Emancipation.*'*' P allm er expressed  
the hope that this particular issu e  would be "let rest" . It was a vain wish, 
however, for the Rev. Arthur Onslow wanted further clarification of 
his attitude. Pallm er refused to have his hands tied by any pledge. On 
being pressed , however, he declared that at the present the bias of his 
opinions was against the Catholics, but if circum stances changed, then his  
opinion was liable to alter in the future too. In the afternoon a ldrge number 
of freeholders from the area of Bagshot Park appeared in Denison's colours. 
Most of them placed plumpers for Denison, the remainder giving a vote to 
P allm er as w ell. Apparently for these votes Denison was indebted to the 
Duke of G loucester, whose tenants many of them w ere. The m ajority of the 
country gentry, however, supported Sumner. A rumour, current 
throughout the day, that a m eeting of Surrey m agistrates and gentry had 
raised  £7,000 in subscriptions for the Tory candidate was confirm ed by
*1 The Tim es 15th June .
Sumner h im self in his address to the crowd. Speaking through the now 
fam iliar barrage of h issing, he took heart from the fact that in his view all 
the m ost important landed persons of the County were recorded on his poll.
Reactions to this speech came on the next day when Sum ner's opponents
alleged that he was using the purse of the aristocracy to put down the voice
of the people. Whereas Pallm er received the overwhelming support of the
com m ercial and manufacturing in terests and Sumner was backed by much
of the gentry, Denison drew support from both groups. Though many of his
supporters gave P allm er their second vote and v ice -v ersa , Denison could
also  claim  the support of large sections of the landed in terest, particularly
amongst the Whigs (such as Lord William R ussell). As usual Sumner's
speech to the electors at the end of the day1 s polling was interrupted by
shouts of "No treadm ill! No Corn Laws'." But he did manage to read out
a letter  from an unnamed individual who related a report from the Bishop
of Jamaica that the parishes where P allm er's estates w ere, had inadequate
facilitie s for schooling and religious instruction. On two occasions vo ices
from the crowd complained that they had heard enough about the West Indies
and negroes. Sumner a lso  faced hostile comments on his parliam entary
record from one freeholder, a Mr. R eilly , who had made the journey from
Hastings especia lly  to voice his opinions. R eilly was incensed by "the
arbitrary manner" in which Sumner had "m isrepresented" the county for
eighteen years, particularly in his votes for the suspension of the Habeas
2 .Corpus Act, for the Six A c ts ,* and for the Corn L aw s.
By the c lose  of the fourth day's poll on Friday, Sumner's position was 
hopeless. He now trailed  P allm er by over 500 votes. During Saturday the 
gap widened still further to over 700 votes. After consultations with his 
friends, Sumner decided to give up the contest. He did derive som e  
consolation from an examination of the poll.
*1 A reference to the treadm ill at Guildford which Sumner as a m agistrate  
had in part been responsible for.
*2 Another instance of the dislike of the "Six Acts" as sym bols of 
repression , despite the fact that three of them at lea st were not 
unreasonable as E. L. Woodward has pointed out. Woodward op cit
p . 63.
"However overpowered by numbers", he declared, "I 
behold recorded the opinions of a large proportion of '
the proprietors of the so il, and of those who, from  
their education, m oral character and habits, are best 
able to appreciate the labours and difficulties, and the 
responsib ilities of the representative of a great county. "*1
For his failure to gain re-election  Sumner blamed the unexpected nature
of the contest. F eeling h im self assured of being re-e lected , he had been
taken by surprise by P allm er's Candidature. The latter in fact had only
made his decision to stand som e forty-eight hours before nominations were  
2due to be heard.*
Despite Sumner's resignation, som e m ore electors came forward before
the news reached Guildford on Monday. Denison ended up with two thousand
three hundred and seven votes, P allm er with two thousand and fifty five
and Sumner with one thousand and thirty seven. Interestingly, the
Chronicle, Herald and Tim es had all given Sumner's vote as standing at
one thousand tw o hundred and forty six  on the Friday and at one thousand
three hundred and fifty seven on the Saturday. Obviously their common
source of information had proved erroneous. Whether this was sim ply a
genuine slip or a ploy by a Sumner partisan hoping to keep the Tory campaign
alive, is  im possible to say. The la st speeches came from the su ccessfu l
candidates. Denison felt that if taxes were lowered and the land-owner
protected from such lev ies  as tithes and poor rates, corn might be freely
imported without duty. Having gained widespread support from both factions,
he stressed  the common in terests of the landlord and com m ercial groups.
One could not really prosper without the other. In addition he wanted to
see  an improvement in the general conditions for slaves. F inally he
congratulated the freeholders on the absence of riots which had occurred
elsew here in the country. P allm er said very little  of sign ificance, though
at this late stage he did drop his posture of political neutrality by
extolling the virtues of Lord Liverpool. Pallm er' s subsequent arrival
back in Kingston was a tumultuous occasion. It was marked, reported the
Chronicle /  'by testim onials of respect and attachment perhaps unequalled
3
in the annals of election".* An im m ense crowd greeted him a m ile  outside 
the town and drew his carriage in procession  through the streets  of Kingston 
which was suitably decorated with garlands of flow ers.
*1 Herald 24th June.
*2 A dvertiser 3rd March 1877.
*3 Chronicle 24th June 182G.
The excitem ent generated by the contest took som e tim e to die down.
On 4th July the Chronicle commented how "the extraordinary sp irit in 
Surrey at the la st election seem s still at work". In particular reference  
was made to the creation of a public subscription to defray the expenses 
of P allm er "the popular Candidate". The latter, however, wrote to the 
instigator of the fund, declining to accept the "munificent proposal". Though 
admiring its principle, P allm er wanted the expense of the contest to be 
his contribution "to a work which I consider a glorious effort of 
independence".*^
On the other hand, the sam e edition carried  a freeholder's open letter  to
Pallm er, occupying alm ost a full column of a front page which was otherwise
only filled  by advertisem ents. His election was attacked as "a triumph for
the slave owners" with the suggestion that Surrey's representatives should
be so le ly  concerned with the county's in terests and not have potential
distractions in the form of "extraneous foreign interests" . The people
had got "an owner of sugarcanes and s la v es, for an owner of corn-fields
and cattle; a protector of West Indian in terests for a protector of the
loca l in terests of Surrey ". The tirade was continued the following week in
a sim ilar  discourse which alluded to the increase of slave-ow ners in the 
2
new P arliam ent.* Recalling the activities of slave-ow ners at the E lection,
the w riter im plied that there was an organised plan to gain P a llm er's
3
election as a spokesman for the West Indian in terest. * Certainly the
latter group did collect subscriptions for P allm er in response to the
4establishm ent of a fund for Sumner's election campaign.* The journal 
John Bull considered Pallm er to have "the talent, the information and the 
inducement to do what hardly any of the Colonial proprietors have yet 
done - plead the cause of the planter against the quack and the hypocrite."*
*1 Chronicle 4th July.
*2 According to Judd (op cit Appendix 14) the number of MPs in the W est
Indies*interest reached a peak in 1826 for this pre-R eform  period.
*3 Chronicle 18th July.
*4 The Tim es 16th June.
*5 John Bull 25th June. A weekly journal, its March issu es  all contained  
a pro-slavery  artic le . One, for instance, compared the position of 
slaves in the West Indies very favourably with that of the labouring
c la sse s  in England. (5th March). It was not, however, sim ply a
m outh-piece for the planters.
But no evidence is  provided as to the existence of a deep-laid schem e  
to gain P a llm er’s election as such a spokesman. Though John Bull described  
P allm er as "a supporter of H. M. Government, a decided friend to the 
West Indies’ in terest and an enemy of Catholic Emancipation” it  was 
nonetheless regarded as a m atter of som e regret that he should be gaining 
his seat at the expense of Sumner "one of the m ost useful and truly  
independent country gentlemen who have lately  sat in the House of Commons."*^ 
Others shared this latter sentim ent. A statem ent signed by thirty three  
Surrey m agistrates expressed their "unfeigned regret" at Sumner’s defeat.*  
Disapproved of by much of the upper section of the county society , P a llm e r ’s 
victory was depicted as a triumph of popular w ill by his supporters .
B riscoe, speaking at the celebration dinner for P a llm er, felt that the Surrey 
freeholders "under a banner of independence" had "achieved a victory of which
it 3they might justly be proud.*
Machin has remarked how the 1826 General E lection was fought with 
unexpected eagerness.*^  Like Jennings and Halevy he singles out the Corn 
Laws and Catholic Emancipation as the main issu es  of the Election.
Economic retrenchment, Parliam entary reform , unemployment as w ell as the 
abolition of slavery, are all regarded as secondary is su e s . At the Surrey 
contest the Corn Laws were an important question, but overall a non- 
controversial one, because opinion in the County was m ore or le s s  united.
All the candidates justified their support for the farm ers in term s of the 
inter-dependence of industrial and agricultural prosperity. L ocally , the 
Catholic issu e  proved m ore contentious. Denison, who had voted for 
the emancipation b ills in both 1821 and 1825, felt he had lo st goodwill over  
the question. Halevy claim s that "in many constituencies" Protestant 
D issenters switched their vote from the Whig to Tory Candidate, out of 
hatred for the Church of Rome. There is  no direct evidence that this 
occurred in Surrey. Six known m em bers of the sm all Quaker community 
in Godalming, for instance, all voted for Denison. M oreover, he actually  
topped the poll in Godalming, despite the town's strong nonconform ist 
traditions, gaining 49% of the vote, to Sumner's 30% and P a llm er's 21%. 
Amongst the few known D issenters in Guildford, Denison did le s s  w ell.
*1 John Bull 18th June.
*2 Advertisem ent, Herald 15th July & Chronicle 25th July.
*3' Chronicle 1st August.
*4 G .I.T . Machin The Catholic Question in English P o litics 1820-1830 p . 69.
Of the tw enty-six votes cast, he only captured 27% of them, compared 
with P a llm er's 31% and Sumner's 42%. On the other hand, this was a 
better showing for Denison than in the town at large , where the vote was 
sp lit twenty-three, twenty-four and fifty-three per cent respectively . 
Anti-Catholic feeling in Guildford does not seem  to have, been confined to 
any particular section of the population. Denison may have sacrificed  a 
number of votes from Churchmen and D issenters alike, but ultim ately  
the votes cast by Guildford residents are not stisceptible to analysis in 
term s of Catholic emancipation alone. As many electors,(tw enty-n ine) 
voted for both Denison and Sumner as for Sumner and P allm er, in a 
situation where Denison supported Emancipation, Sumner opposed it and 
P allm er remained uncommitted.
It may well be that after cutting through all t he controversy at the hustings
about Catholic Emancipation, the issu e  itse lf  was of le s s  im portance in
determining the outcome of the elections than has been supposed by
authorities like Halevy.*^ Taking the Parliam entary divisions as his basis
Machin has calculated that the "Protestant" party had a net gain of thirteen
at the General E lection. He concludes: "This m eagre advantage shows
that the no-popery cry had had som e effect, though nothing like as great as
. .  2
the anti-Catholics had hoped . * Pro-C atholic views were a disadvantage, 
but not a crucial one, for many candidates. The validity of this argument 
is  underlined by the Surrey Election where on the one hand Denison, the 
only pro-Catholic candidate, topped the poll, whilst on the other, Sumner, 
the "No Popery" candidate was defeated. The chief division in Surrey 
was not between the proponents or otherwise of Emancipation, but between 
the country gentry and farm ers who supported Sumner and the com m ercial
and m ore radical elem ents from the metropolitan area who lined up behind
3 i 'P a llm er.*  This dichotomy reflected the regional tensions within Surrey
which had m anifested them selves at the 1825 Coroners' e lection s, between
the rural southern half of the County and m ore urban north-east section .
*1 Halevy op cit Vol II p. 240.
*2 Machin op cit p. 86 .
*3 For example, voters from the Borough of Southwark gave Denison and
P allm er one hundred and twenty votes each, Sumner receiving only forty. 
In contrast, voters from the Guildford Borough gave Sumner one hundred 
and five v o tes , Denison and P allm er only forty-five and forty -seven  
respectively .
Furtherm ore, to som e extent the dominance of the Catholic question 
during polling at Guildford was a result of the attempts made by Sumner 
and his adherents to whip up anti-Catholic feeling against P allm er.*^
Denison, the m ore obvious target for such a campaign, was never  
challenged. . :
In the sam e way, did the problem of slavery  become a dominating issu e
sim ply because of Sumner's attempts to discredit Pallm er? It was
obviously a deliberate campaign tactic to attack the latter as an owner of
slaves, but the question of slavery was of far more general concern than
this. A ll the cadidates gave their viewpoint on the subject in their opening
speeches. When a subscription was opened to help Sumner mid-way through
the contest, the Tim es reported that "strong feelin gs” had been aroused
amongst the West Indian proprietors nwho look upon their in terests as being
2identified with Mr. P allm er's e lection .*  A rival fund was therefore started  
at S t . Jam es Club. In addition there was one very curious facet to the 
p ress coverage of the Election which may or may not be of relevance in this 
context: the apparently deliberate om ission of every reference to the slavery  
issu e  from each day's account of the contest in the County Chronicle. The 
sections of all t ie  candidates speeches dealing with the subject w ere not . 
reported by the paper. Neither did any of the subsequent questions that 
were put to P allm er about slavery appear. Whether this apparently deliberate  
editorial decision has any significance in term s of the activ ities of a pro- 
slavery pressure group operating at the Election is  difficult to say . P ossib ly  
Pallm er or a supporter had a financial in terest in the Chronicle, although its  
sis te r  newspaper - the County Herald - with the sam e publisher, carried  
full reports on all the Election issu es  and happenings. Yet it is  hard to 
res is t  the conclusion that there was at lea st som e elem ent of censorship  
involved in the affair by parties sympathetic to P allm er.
As for the country as a whole, it is  possib le that the question of the 
abolition of slavery was of greater significance at this tim e than has usually  
been assum ed. The Herald circulating throughout the south-east, on July 1st
*1 The Reverands M cNeile of-Albury, Molyneux of. Compton, Cole of 
Wonersh, W eller of East Clandon and Beloe of Guildford all east 
plum pers for Sumner. The Rev. Arthur Onslow gave his second vote to 
Denison.
*2 The Tim es 16th June.
carried an article on "the state of the parties". It em phasised how 
candidates at the late elections were required by voters'to  declare their  
policies on questions on which neither the Whigs or Tories were united : on 
"the three burning issu es"  which cut across party lin es - the Catholic 
question, the abolition of Slavery and the alteration of the Corn Laws. 
Furthermore in term s of the net result on the composition of the House of 
Commons, the 1826 Elections were as relatively  important for the increase  
in the numbers of the West Indian interest as for the inc reased strength  
of the "Protestant" party. Thus the 1826 General Election has been generally  
viewed in relation to the Catholic question and, to a somewhat le s s e r  extent, 
the problem of the Corn Laws, to the virtual exclusion of other is su e s .  
Further study, in view of the evidence arising out of the Surrey contest, 
might well indicate that the slavery question was at lea st an issu e  of 
comparable importance with the Corn Laws in 1826.*^
*1 The only Borough in Surrey to be contested in 1826 was Southwark. 
H ere, where none of the candidates had a direct personal in terest in 
slave owning Sir Robert Wilson stressed  that he was "the enemy of 
slavery in all parts of the world, and the .friend of civ il and relig ious 
lib erty ."  The Tim es 17th June.
c) Catholic Emancipation
The slight increase in anti-Catholic strength at the 1826 E lections was 
sufficient to prevent the immediate passage of any pro*-'Catholic amendments 
in the Commons. But the internal situation in Ireland finally forced the 
government's hand in February 1829,*^ Subsequently all the penal laws 
which subjected the Catholics to civ il d isabilities were repealed. But the 
Protestant party made one la st desperate effort to save the p riv ileges of the 
Church of England, flooding the Commons with over 900 petitions, including 
two from Guildford and Surrey.
The Borough's anti-Catholic m eeting, chaired by Lord Grantley, was held
in an auction room (also used by the W esleyans as a chapel) because use
of the Town Hall, was refused. Explaining this decision, Alderman Rand
said that the m eeting had been inform ally convened. That he at lea st amongst
the Approved Men was sympathetic to Catholic c la im s, was apparent from
his critic ism  of the motions under d iscussion . Henry Austen, a local
landowner, tried to follow Rand's speech with sim ilar  objections but was
shouted down. He, with several others who shared his viewpoint, left the
room at this point. Henry Drummond spoke in favour of the m otions which
em phasised the Established Protestant Church was "the true Church of
Christ" and p o ssessed  close links with the state. Hence, to protect
Anglicanism  no Catholics should be admitted to the "Constituted Authorities
of this Realm", To great applause the Rev. Hugh M cNeile then detailed the
anti-C atholic case from the religious point of view. Lord Grantley
undertook to present the petition in the Lords, Charles P allm er (the County
2
MP) in the Commons.*
P allm er who had finally stated that the bias of his opinions w ere against the
Catholics when attacked as "the friend of the Pope" at the 1826 E lection,
now presented anti-Catholic petitions to the Commons on 9th March not
only from Guildford, but also  from Peckham, Sheen, Blackheath and 
3
Richmond.* His colleague Denison, brought the House's attention to a 
document being distributed around Epsom on the day of the Anti-Catholic  
m eeting there. Entitled "Queen M ary's Days11 this pictured the tortures
*1 Halevy op cit Vol II pp 270-272. 
*2 Herald 7th March.
*3 Chronicle 17th March.
and burnings during the la tter's reign. Denounced by Denison as inflaming  
the prejudices of the low er orders, such publications were defended by 
P allm er as being the only means of gaining som e weight for the w ishes of the 
people. Denison answered allegations that many MP s sympathetic to 
Catholic claim s had deluded the people at the la st Election by concealing their  
real attitude to concessions, by citing his own case . Though he had 
distinctly stated that he should vote for emancipation he had been returned 
w ith a large m ajority at the head of the poll for Surrey. More important 
Denison went on to a sser t that the petition against the B ill from Guildford 
was not representative of the opinions of the town's inhabitants. He said  
the petition had been got up by the neighbouring gentry, and only contained 
200 signatures from the town (half of these being D issenters) out of a 
population of 5 ,000 . Denison also im plied the document was a result of the 
efforts of a sectarian m inority in that it had been drawn up in the W esleyan  
Meeting House. P allm er refuted-this latter suggestion by pointing out that 
the town's Court House was unavailable for the m eeting. Apparently P a llm er  
did not deny Denison's other assertion  that relatively few people in 
Guildford were actively opposed to emancipation.
The Surrey m eeting, held at Epsom , passed  by a large m ajority a petition
against further concessions to Catholics. The Herald spoke of "a strong
m anifestation of anti-Catholic feeling at the meeting" with w alls placarded
with such suitable slogans as "No Popery". *1 P allm er was received  with
three rounds of applause. He em phasised the danger to the Church of
England from Catholics occupying offices of state, and alleged the country
as a whole was against emancipation. When P allm er presented the petition
in the Commons on 26th March, Denison spoke against it and in favour of the
2government B ill.*  Despite the decision taken at the Epsom gathering,
Denison felt it was im possible for him to withdraw his support "from a m easure  
of justice and honesty" which was "in accordance with every principle of 
civ il and religious lib erty . " He would, he continued, "rather appeal to the 
state of the poll at the next election, than speak and vote in opposition to 
that which he believed", P allm er, on the other hand, continued with his 
newly adopted role of active defender of the Established Church, by trying to 
gain a revision of the oath which Catholics were to take before adm ission to.
*1 Herald 28th March.
*2 Chronicle 31st March.
office. The amendment, designed to further safeguard the Anglican 
Church, was defeated.
By M id-April the Emancipation B ill had become law. Halevy comments
"the surprising, but also  the significant, aspect of the reform  is  the strength
of the anti-Catholic opposition, the violence of the Protestant feeling it 
2
provoked. "* The huge number of petitions against the B ill attests to the 
widespread opposition that the m easure provoked. But judging from the 
manner in which the Guildford petition was passed, it may well be that to 
som e extent the depth of this opposition has been exaggerated. Did chronic 
anti-Catholic feeling in fact exist throughout British society , as J. H. Hexter 
has argued? The opposition of the British m asses to Emancipation he 
writes ,
"displayed the complete d isinterestedness of irrational 
hatred. A distrust and dislike extending to the very words
'Irish' and 'Catholic1 was part of the m ores of the m ass of
Englishmen. "*3
Palm erston put forward a different opinion, just after the 1826 E lection.
" . . .  the grand point" he says, "is that the No Popery 
cry has been tried in many places and has everywhere 
failed; and we may now appeal to the experience of 
facts to show that there does not exist among the people 
of England that bigoted prejudice on this point which 
the anti-Catholics accused them of entertaining. "*4
The example of Guildford, where a vociferous but sm all m inority were
responsible for the petition tends to support Palm erston's ca se . The
townspeople at large apparently did not feel strongly enough to sign the
document. There were few Catholics living in the Borough, and the only tim e
the town would see  any number of Irishmen would be at harvest tim e, when
they might well have been regarded as essen tia l labour. Guildford doubtless
had its share of religious bigots, but its  inhabitants as a whole did not feel
threatened in any way by the emancipation bill. Sim ilarly the number of
Englishmen who felt affected enough by emancipation to campaign actively
against it, must have been com paratively sm all. Yet this relatively  sm all
number of pronounced anti-Catholics could give the appearance of a movem ent
enjoying a greater degree of active"support than it actually had, as
occurred in Guildford. .  '   ..
*1 Herald 28th March.
*2 Halevy op cit Vol II p 277.
*3 "The.Protestant Revival & the Catholic Question in England 1778-1829 
(Journal of Modern History VIII 1936 p 317.)
*4 Palm erston to William Temple 17th July 1826 quoted by Machin op c it p86 .
d) The 1830 County Election
The passing of Catholic Emancipation against the votes of many Tories
further weakened a government already shaken by the desertion of the
Canningites over proposals to disfranchise corrupt boroughs. With the
possib le exception of Catholic R elief, no fixed party principles existed .
The 1830's thus opened with politics in a state of flux. *  ^ Such was the
confusion that after the 1830 elections the government could even claim  to
have increased its strength, when in reality , if  the administration had
2gained 20 seats-, it had lost 50.*
At this tim e public opinion was principally concerned with economic affairs ,
with industrial development, possib le econom ics in government spending
3and with taxation. * The Chronicle and Herald , were very much preoccupied  
with the problem s afflicting agriculture. Because the economy had not fully 
recovered from the crash of 1825, there was widespread d istress in the 
severe winter of 1829-30. Yet the government denied the existence of any 
c r is is  although it did heed demands, particularly from the agricu lturalists, 
to continue with a policy of retrenchment.
The death of George IV on 26th June necessitated  a general election . When
Parliam ent was dissolved in July, according to Halevy, economic questions
4
still predominated over political ones.*  The Chronicle's pre-e lection
editorial of 27th July advised electors to e lic it firm, prom ises from
candidates that they would
"resist every species of extravagance or wasteful 
expenditure of the public money, and support 
with strenuous zeal every m easure that can advance 
the in terests of Agriculture, Commerce and Trade".
Much of the article ,how ever, was concerned with the calibre of M .P .s  , and
m ore particularly with non-attendence at important debates.
"A rigid scrutiny" the paper contended, "would 
disclose a total incompetency and unworthiness on 
the part of many to be c lassed  among the representatives 
of the people. "
*1 Briggs op cit p233.
*2 Halevy op cit Vol III p 4 .
*3 Ibid II p 288 .
*4 Halevy op c itp 308 .
Readers were reminded, for instance of the twenty occasions in one
sess ion  when important agricultural debates had to be deferred because
only 30 M .P . s were present . The journal concluded:
"Unless a candidate w ill declare m ost unreservedly his 
w illingness to devote his whole and undivided attention 
to the duties im posed on him in his capacity of Member, 
on no account ought he to be sent to Parliam ent. "
There was no mention of Parliam entary Reform . The T im es too, chose  
to concentrate on economic problem s though not to the exclusion of 
political ones. On 12th July the paper suggested that the Corn Laws, 
economy and Parliam entary reform  were the three m ost important 
tests  of a candidate's position.
The 1830 General E lection was of h istorical significance because it set in
motion a chain of events which culminated in the Reform Act of 1832. The
contests in the Guildford and Surry constituencies throw a certain amount
of light on an aspect of the election which has excited the in terest of
historians: that i s ,  the extent to which the behaviour of the electors was
influenced by the "July revolution" in France . Halevy, for instance,
contends that the issu e  of Parliam entary reform came to the fore so le ly
because of the events in France Hence he argues that the country was in
an apathetic condition and generally tired of party struggles when Parliam ent
• 1was dissolved on 23rd July. * Lending weight to this contention is  the
relatively low number of contests and of new M .P . s returned to Parliam ent
2  ^ , 
in 1830.* Solely by these criteria  the 1818 General Election was a far
m ore active affair than 1830, and even the 1826 contests apparently
3
generated m arginally m ore in terest than the 1830 ones did.* Francis.
*1
*2
*3
Ibid.
A. M itchell in The Whigs in Opposition 1815-1830 p. 116, a sser ts  
that these two factors are the only effective gauges of in terest  
and activity for an election of this period".
Number of contested Number of new M. P . s
Elections in England without Parliam entary
. ______________' experience___________
1818
1826
1830
86
84
78
157
144
143
P lace, on the other hand, was anxious to em phasise that in terest in 
reform  existed all along. Thus the la tter  tends to exaggerate this 
preoccupation saying "excited as the people generally w ere, the elections 
tended to increase and continue the excitem ent.*^ The evidence from the 
Surrey contest, however, contradicts P lace's  interpretation. On 6th 
August, the Morning Chronicle wrote "the excitem ent occasioned by the 
approaching election hardly seem ed so great as might have been expected". 
Such a description does fit in with Halevy1 s rationale of events at the onset 
of the General Election but,significantly,the character of the Surrey contest 
does not appear to have ever changed under the impact of the news from  
F rance.
■ 1 * -
Though the outcome of the rebellion against Charles X was s t ill uncertain
when the borough elections began on 30th July, by the tim e of the first
county contests on 5th August, Charles had fLed. Two days la ter  Louis
Philippe was the new King. "The news of these ev en ts ," Halevy says
"provoked in England a bewildering storm  of popular feeling which swept
2the country and was m ost unfavourable to the government. "* Other 
contemporary sources too, tend to support this opinion. In the Reform  
debates, the Tories argued that Grey's government had only com e to power
3
because of the artificia l excitem ent caused by the French revolt.*
Sim ilarly the Annual R egister claim s that the Whigs' electoral campaign 
against Wellington, as a m onopoliser of power, "suddenly gained a mighty 
addition of strength" through rumours associating W ellington's m inistry  
with the despotic m easures of the la ter  French government. The R egister  
concluded:
"The general election took place in a period of greater  
public excitem ent, directed towards great changes 
in the frame of the government, than had occurred since  
the period of the French Revolution . .  . *4
From the other end of the political spectrum , P lace claim ed that amongst 
Liberal supporters news of the 1830 revolt "caused an alm ost unparallelled
ecstasy .   -   . _____ __
*1 P lace MSS 27,789 p. 158, quoted by Jephson op cit p. 58.
*2 Halevy Vol III p 3.
*3 N. Gash’lEnglish Reform and the French Revolution in the General
Election of 1830" p. 258 in E ssays presented to N am ier ed. P ares  
and Taylor.
*4 Annual R egister for 1830 pp 142-146. —- -
*5 P lace op cit Jephson p58.
Yet there is  no evidence to suggest that the Guildford and West Surrey 
area was the scene of any such "ecstasy", or of Halevy1 s "bewildering 
storm  of' popular feeling", or even of the exceptional public excitement 
to which the R egister referred .
More recent historians have not been so enthusiastic in their endorsement 
of the radical effect on the elections of the July Revolution. But not until 
the work of Norman Gash has this traditional view been seriously  
challenged.*^ What coloured the circum stances of the election in retrospect, 
he argues, were the events of the autumn when a m inistry which was 
prepared to bring in a m easure of Reform came to power. Gash em phasises 
how the chronological coincidence between the revolt and the general 
election was quite fine.. On 3rd August, when details of the fighting and 
the formation of the P rovisional government became known in England, m ost 
elections were over. The counties and m ost boroughs went to the polls in 
the first week of August, although Guildford was one place where the contest 
was over before the end of July. Gash acknowledges that intense in terest  
was roused by the news from France, with the country's internal po litics
taking up a large share of the space occupied by foreign news in both the
; 2 
local and national p ress at the end of July.* The Surrey p ap ers,
however, were rather m ore slow on the uptake. Typical was the
Chronicle. In its issu e  of 3rd August there was just one third of a column
giving news of the fighting in P aris and the creation of a Provisional
government. (Although on the other hand, there was only 2-3  lin es of
other foreign news in the paper at all on that day). P ossib ly  responding to
public in terest, the Chronicle 's coverage of the Revolution increased  to
over a column on 10th August. The following week saw one and a third
columns devoted to French affairs, a leve l maintained in the la st two issu e s
3
of the month.* This somewhat delayed reaction on the part of the journal 
supports the contention that if the July revolt did present a le sso n  to the 
English electorate , it was one that required at lea st a few days for  
absorption.
*1 Gash, op cit pp 258-271.
*2 Ibid p. 263 .
*3 In the paper as a whole there were 11-13 columns of actual
new s, excluding editorial comment, a r tic le s , le tters and, 
of course, advertisem ents.
In any case, were the voters conscious that the French example of fered  
a lesson  for their own political behaviour? Judging from the Surrey 
contest, the parallel drawn between the two countries' politics depended 
on the individual's own political viewpoint. Hence, whereas the Tory 
candidate Colonel Jolliffe congratulated the French people on having 
released  them selves from the chains of poper y and priesthood, the Whig 
Denison declared: "France has held out a proud example to the world.
The people of that country have not been as subm issive to their m asters  
as our House of Commons has been?*'*' But such references to France  
stood as two isolated  instances and the Surrey election as a whole appears 
to have been com pletely uninfluenced by the revolt. In the campaign 
B riscoe relied on discrediting Jolliffe as a borough m onger, w hilst the . 
latter tried to gain support through em phasising his votes for the Beer .
B ill and the abolition of the Slave Trade, as well as through projecting  
him self as the farm ers' friend. Denison sim ply pointed to h is past 
record.*^
The run up to the contest began on 6th July when P allm er, one of the
sitting m em bers, announced that he was unable to  offer h im self again
3
as a candidate because of the state of h is health.* The following week 
Denison announced he would be standing for re-election . On 20th July 
two other candidates came forward: Colonel Hylton Jolliffe, a Tory whose
4
fam ily owned land at Merstham (near Gatton);* and John Ivatt B riscoe of
Chertsey, a Whig who had proposed P allm er at the la st County election.
The Chronicle of 3 August carried two notices favourable to the Whig
candidates. The first referred to a m eeting of Godalming freeholders,
chaired by William Keen, which passed a proposal from George M arshall
5that support should be given to B r iscoe .*  The freeholders a lso  pledged
them selves to abide by the principle of sending M .P . s to Parliam ent
"free of the enormous expenses usually incurred". The other advertisem ent,
from an anonymous freeholder, contained an attack on Jo lliffe 's
candidature. Jolliffe was accused of having sat in Parliam ent for m ore
*1 Morning Chronicle 3rd and 9th August.
*2 Ibid.
*3 County Chronicle 6th July (P allm er in fact died shortly afterwards)
*4 Jolliffe's fam ily had controlled both seats at P etersfie ld  since the mid  
18th century (through owner-ship of the vast m ajority of burgages there  
and Hylton h im self had represented the borough since 1802.
*5 Keen was M ayor of Godalming in 1829 & 1837, and M arshall was 
Mayor in 1828.
than 30 years in his own serv ice , never once voting for "reform , economy 
or the lib erties of the people". By electing Jolliffe, the w riter argued,
"you w ill enable him to se ll an additional seat for the the Borough of 
P eters field , and thus you will become the laughing-stock of every rotten 
borough monger in the Kingdom".
Nomination day was Thursday 29th July at Epsom, with the High Sheriff
1 2of Surrey, Sir William Jo lliffe ,*  in charge of the proceedings.*
Nominating Denison, John Leech said that the form er could be relied  on to
promote the great question of Parliam entary reform.. Denison h im self
confirmed that he was "a steady friend" of this cause, as well as of
economy and retrenchm ent. Colonel Jolliffe was nominated by Sir Richard
3F rederick as "an independent country gentleman long known to them . ."*
He did not feel it necessary  to say any m ore than that. Seconding the
4
proposal, Charles Barclay* enlarged on Jo lliffe1 s attributes: He would 
reduce expenditure where possib le and "would not indulge in any of those  
wild fantasies of reform which were calculated to delude rather than advance 
the in terests of mankind". Except for rejecting the ballot, this stance  
against "wild fantasies of reform" was never am plified during Jo lliffe 's  
campaign. Substance is  thus lent to Brock's view that the m ost significant 
fact about the general election was not so  much the number of demands for
5
Reform as the lack of opposition to any such changes.* B riscoe was
proposed by Henry Drummond, the banker. He alluded to B riscoe 's
integrity as a m agistrate in trying to m itigate the severity  of the crim inal
code and to how the latter wanted "to see  Parliam ent what it ought to be -
6a m irror of the people'.1* That Parliam entary reform was even at this
*1 Brother of Hylton, who took over the la tter 's seat at P etersfie ld  
in 1830.
*2 The Tim es 30th July carried a full report.
*3 Frederick had a lso  proposed Sumner, the previous Tory 
candidate in 1826.
*4 Barclay had seconded Sumner in 1826.
*5 Brock op cit p. 103.
*6 Ironically som e years earlier , Drummond had produced a cr itica l
retort to B riscoe's objections to the use of the tread-w heel at
Guildford's House of Correction, arguing that it did not "impair the 
prisoner's constitution", as was alleged. ("A letter  to the Ju stices  
for the County of Surrey on ca ses in the House of Correction at 
Guildford presented by Mr. B riscoe to them at their General Quarter 
sess ion s 13th January 1824. " Lambeth Minute Library S1661).
stage the main issu e  of the Election was em phasised by a speech from  
the crowd. A freeholder named Wild delivered an address demanding 
change, coupled with a vehement attack on Jolliffe. On a show of hands, 
only Holme Sumner voted against Denison,*'*’ the two Whigs being the 
m ost popular candidates.
On polling day, the Morning Chronicle described the attendance of
freeholders at the Court 's opening, as "very thin" and the general
2atmosphere as being "in sober earnestness" .*  The absence of squibs
connected with the contest was a lso  bemoaned. The Tim es reported that
"the event of the election does not appear to excite so much in terest as
m 3we have observed on the occasion of form er contests for the county . *
Leech again proposed Denison, in sisting  on the n ecessity  of Parliam entary
reform , vote by ballot and triennial Parliam ents. "He is  not an advocate
for a wild system  of Parliam entary reform", Leech argued, " but he is  sure
4
the present system  could not la st long. "* In seconding the nomination for 
Jolliffe, Barclay said his reason for supporting the Colonel was because  
he thought it expedient to support the Duke of W ellington's administration  
as w ell, particularly in view of the events in France. The Duke "would 
preserve this country in peace". He would, m oreover, never consent to  
vote by ballot "which would destroy the courage, the independence, and 
character of the constituents of England".* Drummond on B riscoe 's  
behalf, outlined three ways in which reform  might be effected. Voting 
should take place separately in each hundred of the County. This would 
increase Surrey's representation to seven or eight MPs and reduce the 
costs of election, thus encouraging m ore individuals from "old and 
respectable fam ilies" to stand . The franchise would be extended to 
copyholders, and triennial Parliam ents restored to stop corruption. 
Drummond also asserted  that he had been asked to stand as a candidate 
him self, but had refused because he did not think that he could serve  the 
constituency adequately .
*1 Sum ner, defeated at the 1826 County Contest, was elected  for  
Guildford in 1830.
*2 Chronicle 7th August.
*3 The Tim es 6th August.
*4 Ibid.
*5 County Chronicle 10th August.
Each contestant then addressed the e lectors. B riscoe said he was 
opposing Colonel Jolliffe because the latter threatened to invade the 
County's independence by seeking election. Jolliffe already had two sea ts; 
at his disposal, and this fact alone had induced B riscoe to com e forward. 
Should he be returned, B riscoe prom ised, he would do his best to find a 
solution to rotten boroughs - "the bane of the nation". F in a lly  B riscoe  
confessed that, though his opinions were sim ilar  to Denisovs,he did not 
bind h im self to any particular party. Denison put h im self forward as the 
friend of Parliam entary reform , peace and retrenchment: he had not 
voted in favour of the war with Portugal (in 1827) and despite a desire  
for the aristocracy to remain unimpaired, he a lso  wanted to see the House 
of Commons elected by the people. Speeches followed from various 
partisans. Jolliffe's record of never voting for either retrenchment or 
reform was attacked, whilst Sumner denounced Denison as a m em ber of 
the W higs, whose m isdeeds he traced back as far as Fox's India B ill.
P allm er, the previous M. P.  , recommended the electors to vote for
; l
B riscoe, because of Jolliffe's involvement with a rotten borough.*
During the first full day's polling several barges arrived from Godalming,
laden with voters for Denison and B riscoe . The la tter's supporters marched
through the town from the river with colours flying and m usic playing. In
contrast voters for Jolliffe made their appearances for the m ost part in post-
ch a ises , not infrequently drawn by four h orses. Their rallying cry in
Guildford - "The Jolliffes and Gentleman" - was cited by the Morning
Chronicle , which depicted the contest as a "struggle between the borough
ii 2mongermg aristocracy of the county and the freeholders at la rg e .*
One of Jo lliffe's tactics exploited the agreem ent between Denison and
him self to share the costs of transporting voters who split their  votes
between the two of them. Jo lliffe's supporters, to the anger of Denison's
follow ers, represented the in terests of the two candidates as being the sam e.
The Tim es commented on the great su c c e s s  of th e 'itrick in London, adding
that it was a very common one and that financial arrangem ents between a
3pair of very different candidates should never be entertained.* F inally
*1 Ibid 10th August.
*2 Morning Chronicle 7th August.
*3 Tim es 9th August
in Guildford all the contestants denied the existence of any type of 
coalition between them selves. The third day of polling saw B riscoe going
ahead of his rival Jolliffe by one thousand four hundred and th irty-six
votes to one thousand two hundred and forty-two. Denison remained at
the head of the poll with a total of two thousand and ninty votes . Because
B riscoe was the popular candidate, Jolliffe had never been w ell received by
the crowd. Now, on the Saturday, he was not even allowed a free hearing.
Shouted down, Jolliffe could only say that he would fight on. But on the
Monday, the fourth day, he suddenly resigned. At first the unexpected
nature of the announcement led  people to believe that it was a ruse on the
part of B riscoe's com m ittee. The E lection finally term inated at one o'clock,
the result being: Denison two thousand one hundred and fifty nine votes;
B riscoe one thousand four hundred and eight-seven; Jolliffe one thousand
two hundred and f i f t y - t w o . I n  his closing speech, Denison argued that
the Duke of Wellington had effected some reform s but had not gone far
enough. He h im self would support such m easures as would afford re lie f
to agriculture, and m ore important, as would allow the people to elect
their own House of Commons. B riscoe saw his su ccess as the triumph of
"Purity and Independence". Addressing the freeholders in m elodram atic
fashion, he said "You saw your rights and priv ileges were in danger, and
you summoned me to aid in their defence . . . I obeyed the ca ll because it
. .  2
was my duty to do so .* Since B riscoe was projecting h im self as the 
champion of the e lectors' freedom , som e reference to the actions of Louis 
Philippe in France might have been expected. Yet B riscoe never attempted 
to exploit the events of the July Revolution. On no occasion did he even 
allude to them. Evidently he did not believe that the Surrey freeholders
*1 Brock (p. 94) c ites the Surrey resu lt as illustrating the
"unprecedented" revolt against "the usual order of things" in the 
counties. It is  true that Jolliffe, the pro-governm ent candidate, 
was beaten by a thorough-going reform er. Yet this only confirm ed  
the 1826 result in Surrey when Sumner, the sitting Tory m em ber, 
had been defeated by the m ore lib erally  inclined C.N.  Pallmer..
In 1830 the latter gave his support to B riscoe .
*2 Chronicle 10th August.
felt there to be any essentia l sim ilarity  between the political situation 
in France and in England.
Thus the early and continued prom inence of the Reform question at the
County election seem s to have been mainly due to the fight between B riscoe
and Jolliffe and particularly to the la tter1 s association with P etersfie ld .
As Gash concludes from his examination of the contests for Reading,
Southwark and Yorkshire, "the m ost Striking feature of these individual
elections is  the importance of local and personal factors and of domestic
issu e s , rather than any signs of external stimulus."*'*’ In Surrey, as
seen , the news from France brought no additional excitem ent at a ll to the
contest. F inally, as far as the 1830 Guildford Borough election is  concerned,
the result was known as early as 30th July, thus making the events, in
2France utterly irrelevant to its course and final outcom e.*
*1 Gash op cit p287.
*2 For account of the contest see CH. 4.
e) Agricultural Problem s
For the County Herald and County Chronicle in the latter 182O's,
agriculture remained the chief concern. As the Chronicle said in its
first issu e  of 1828:
"We shall strain every nerve to promote the in terest, 
and better the condition of the British farm er and grazier"..
Both papers were predictably against free trade in corn, in favour of
protection.for the wool trade and critica l of the "oppressive, nature" of the
Malt Act High Poor rates at a tim e of low corn prices meant that the
Poor Laws were another topic to be thoroughly examined by the journals.
The m arriage of paupers was seen as "one of the greatest evils" afflicting  
2rural a rea s .*  Henry Drummond was one exponent of the view that the
practice of subsidising agricultural wages from the Poor Rates (the
Speenhamland System) fostered antipathy between labourers and em ployers,
because it encouraged farm ers not to pay their workers a fair wage, making
3the labourer reliant upon parish re lie f.*  Above a ll, it was the Corn Laws 
which were the cause of m ost discussion in the local p ress . Both papers 
took an uncompromising view - point on corn im ports.
"Let our ports be once thrown open for the constant 
importation of foreign corn, and a very few years will 
suffice to annililate all payment of rent by the British  
farm er."* 4
But despite such attempts to influence a leg isla ture dominated by 
landowners, the new Corn Law s of 1828 proved a disappointment for the 
two journals. The Chronicle commented "nothing short of prohibiting duties 
w ill keep foreign corn out of the m arket".* The new sliding sc a le , with 
its nominal duty of 1 shilling (5p) when the price of corn reached 7:3/- 
(£3.65) was no such protective m easure. On/8th Novem ber, the Herald •
*1 Chronicle 15th January and 12th February. During the first half of
1.828 the paper dealt with the depressed state of the wool trade alm ost
every week.
*2 e . g .  Herald 7 and 14th June.
*3 Drummond's assessm en t of the Poor Laws, to a m eeting of Surrey 
m agistrates. Chronicle 10th January 1832.
*4 Chronicle 1st April 1828.
*5 Ibid 1st July.
saw fit to pronounce this la test experiment with the Corn Laws to be a
failure . The Chronicle finally proclaim ed its  outright opposition to the
workings of the Act in February 1829, claim ing that the previous six
months had shown "the inefficiency" of the B ill .**1 The decline in corn
p rices and necessity  of revising the law continued to be the topic of
2
paramount importance for the rest of the year .*  The Herald commented 
on April 4th that "as British subjects the agriculturists are justly entitled  
to a fair and permanent protection". In these circum stances the burden 
of the Poor Laws also became a m atter for concern. On Decem ber 1st 
1829, the Chronicle printed a letter  from an anonymous Surrey farm er  
which provides a good example of the agricu lturists’ d ifficulties.
"My farm is  only twelve m iles from town" he said,
"and the sooner it is  again converted into that common 
land from which it was m ost likely  raised to an arable 
farm when wheat was 120 shillings (£6) the better. Let 
us have corn as cheap as we can get it, but let the 
government look for taxes, and the poor for their support 
from other sources than land. "
Presum ably he was a farm er in difficulty through p ossess in g  m arginal
land which had been enclosed and ploughed up during the Napoleonic W ars.
From Christmas 1828 to Christmas 1829, he sustained a lo s s  of £187 /4 /9
(£187.24) on his 110 acre farm. At about the sam e tim e, George Sm allpiece,
a freeholder and tenant farm er from near Guildford, vacated a farm in the
Surrey Weald because it was only worth 2/6d (12-§-p). an acre , whereas the
Poor Rates amounted to 1 0 /- (50p) an acre. In 1833, rents in that area
which had stood at 12/ -  to 1 4 /- (60p to 70p) during the Napoleonic W ars, had
fallen to a maximum of 5 /-  (25p). Sm allpiece h im self believed that the
collapse in agricultural p rices after the Wars had resulted in tenant
farm ers on the sm allest holdings being reduced to the status of paupers.
Thus, with an associated unemployment problem amongst the labourers.
3as w ell, the poor rates had increased sharply from about 1822.*
The continued lack of government action over d istress prompted a sharp 
rebuke from the Herald:
*1 Ibid Feb, 3rd and 10th 1829.
*2 Except for the month of March when the~question of Catholic 
Emancipation predominated.
*3 ' Sm allpiece - evidence to Select Committee on Agriculture P . P .  1833
voi t r . n - o i i
"The universal d istress has been feelingly acknowledged 
by every man in the country (except his .M ajesty's 
M inisters) . . . It is  with feelings of deep regret we 
observe that the people of this country have le s s  and 
le s s  reason to be satisfied  with the conduct of their  
representatives in Parliam ent. Nearly a fifth part of 
the tim e usually devoted to public business has already 
elapsed; and what has been done? Nothing'. Not 
comparatively but positively nothing . . .  Our firm  
opinion still i s ,  that the government has neither  
inclination nor capacity to grapple with the difficulties 
of the country" *1
Partly to blame for such apathy, the paper maintained, was the lack of
concerted protest by the people. As if to prove this point, the m eeting of
Surrey freeholders to consider d istress in the county was "rather thinly
attended." A petition was agreed on, which was presented to the
Commons by Denison. He contended that one of the main causes of
national d istress was the weight of taxation and that this should be reduced.
M oreover he demanded the reform  of Parliam ent and of the currency, as
2 ,,two further means of solving the;country's p rob lem s.* The despotism
. .  • • .3
of bullionism" was also denounced by the H erald.*
The plight of the farm labou rers, too, gradually came to the fore. Twelve
months previously , Denison had suggested that the increased number of
convictions under the Game Laws in Surrey was a reflection of the
4inadequate pay of the farm workers . * In this context, the abolition of 
taxes on beer, cider and leather was hailed as "the precursor of further 
good . * Colonel Onslow's reduction of 12% in the rent’s for his lands in 
E ssex  also  gained favourable comment, as did schem es for alloting waste
land to poor fa m ilie s . *6 Because vast tracts of land rem ained uncultivated
• 7
in England, the Chronicle disagreed with emigration for the poor. *
The Herald, too, denounced the "mania for deportation" and the over-
rosy picture of the colonies portrayed by such organisations as the "National
Colonisation Society".* The Chronicle again affirm ed its  demands for the
*1 Herald 6th March 1830.
*2. Ibid 27th March.
*3 Ibid 23rd and 30th January. The return to cash payments in 1819 had 
' increased the burden of the farm ers' debts,
*4 Chronicle 20th January 1829.
*5 Ibid 23rd March 1830.
*6 Ibid 6th and 27th April.
*7 ‘ Ibid 25th May.
*8 Herald 12th and 26th June.
relaxation of the Game Laws and for a further decrease in taxes that fell
on the poorer c la sse s .* ^  In particular it suggested the abolition of taxes
on everyday artic les such as soap and candles. Finally the paper reiterated
its belief that the only way to gain re lie f from taxation was through a
general movement expressing grievances. Ironically enough, in the
following months a m ore extrem e form of protest began with machine
2
breaking and incendiarism  in Kent.*
The troubles quickly spread to Surrey, with a rick and barn being set 
alight at Brook, near Albury. A w riter to the Herald fe lt that "however 
deeply they may be deplored" the fires "cannot be wondered at". The 
labourers, "oppressed without legal remedy are being incited to acts of
H 3
vengeance . * Whilst acknowledging the labourers' hardships, the paper
nonetheless demanded "the m ost exem plary punishment" of a r so n ists .
More incendiarism  was reported at Caterham, near Croydon and the m ost
serious incident near to Guildford came with the burning down of the m ill
at Albury. The owner, Jam es Franks, who was also the local overseer  of
the poor, was shot at when raising the alarm . At the sam e tim e a hayrick
4in the meadows just out of town from Guildford was burnt down as w ell.*
The Surrey m agistrates met at Guildford towards the end of Novem ber and 
resolved that the utmost vigilance should be exercised  to discover the
5
identities of the perpetuators of the f ir e s .*  They expressed  particular  
concern that the "industrious poor" would be affected by the f ire s , both 
through in creases in the price of provisions and through being thrown out 
of work. . The m eeting recommended all m agistrates to sw ear in special 
constables to preserve law and order on the occasion of m eetings 
concerned with w ages, rents and tithes.
For the Herald the solution to the whole problem was to find jobs for 
the labourers .
*1 Chronicle 1st June.
*2 E. J. Ilobsbawm, & G. Rude. Captain Swing Table of incidents 
Appendix III.
*3 Herald 18th September.
*4 Chronicle 9th and 16th Novem ber.
*5 Ibid 23rd N ovem ber.
"We have always advocated that the great panacea 
for the present d istress of the Agricultural Poor, 
is  to be found in giving them employment; and 
from no other source can permanent benefit 
a r ise . ■"*1
It is  interesting that in the light of the revolution abroad and the
prominence of the reform issu e  in the 1830 elections, that the paper did
not postulate any form of political change as leading to a possib le
solution. Sim ilarly, the Chronicle advocated economic rem edies, calling
again for the rem oval of taxes from the n ecess itie s  of life , as w ell as
for the repeal of the Malt Tax to give im m ediate help to the working 
2
c la s s .*  Whilst condemning machine breaking the paper hoped that 
"farmers will upon reflection recognise the expediency of abolishing that
3
labour supplanting engine the threshing machine* " With a decline in the 
number of "outrages" at the end of the year, the Herald announced on 
18th December:
", . »■ as we are satisfied  that the spirit of dissatisfaction  
is  fast subsiding, we turn to a m ore pleasing duty - 
that of recording numerous instances of the proper 
feeling which is  now predominant in the southern 
counties, of lowering rent and tithes, and raising  
the wages arid giving employment to the labourers.
This is  the way to put down the spirit of insubordination, 
and to cement the bonds which unite the clergy with 
their flocks, the landlords with their tenants, and the 
farm ers with their labou rers. "
At Cranleigh, for instance, a farm ers' m eeting agreed that labourers should
be given employment and paid 12/--'(6Op.) a week. As a corresponding
concession to the landowners, the Rev R. B. Wolfe, Rector of the
. 4
Parish  Church, took 30% off tith es.*
Thus in the Heralds schem e of social rehabilitation, Parliam entary
T
reform played no part. The journal was in fact anxious to see  the existing  
deferential structure of society  strengthened. The Surrey Agricultural 
A ssociation was established in September 1829, to encourage agricultural 
im provem ents. The Herald , however, saw other benefits accruing from  
the A ssociation's m eetings and reported:-
*1 Herald 20th November.
*2 Chronicle 30th November. •
*3 Ibid.
*4 Herald 18th Decem ber.
"The throng were in simultaneous intercourse, yet 
distinct, and furnished ample proof, if  proof was 
needed, of the incalculable benefit to be derived 
from such m eetings, when all c la sse s  come into 
qualified social contact under circum stances 
calculated to promote sympathy of-feeling, yet 
preserving observance of respect. "*1
Contemporary observers recognised that the rioters who m arched on
workhouses and broke threshing m achines, often in broad daylight, were
generally village labourers. But m ore extravagant speculations were
indulged in, as to the identity of incendiaries and anonymous letter- 
2w riters .*  It was easy,, of course, to regard men who worked at night
as strangers, unrelated to the local population. Those allegedly associated
with arson were often described as being "strangers of respectable
appearance". In fact, from an examination of police records, Hobsbawm
concludes that "there is no 'stranger* and hardly a 'gentleman' among
them". Convicted arsonists generally lived  with, or n ear , the victim .
The reason for this may have been because that it was easier  to detect them
when they were in such close  proxim ity than when they were outsiders.
L ess is  known about those tried or convicted for writing threatening le tte rs ,
3
but compared with the incendiaries fewer labourers were involved .*
A notable example of an individual arrested  for circulating inflamm atory
notices signed "SWING", was Joseph SaviUe of Cam bridgeshire, a
gentlemen and a "ranter". While distributing lea fle ts , he claim ed to
4
have journeyed 1200 m iles in his gig over a six-w eek  period .*  ’ .
Consequently a rational explanation is  provided for som e of the constantly
5
repeated ta les of gentlemen in gigs fomenting trouble.*
The Herald always maintained that unemployment was the cause of the 
labourer's1 unrest. The journal demanded full employment for the poor, 
with good pay. To enable the farm er to do th is, rents and tit le s  would 
be lowered. These m easures, the paper suggested would not only secure
*1 Herald 28th September.
*2 Hobsbawm& Rude op cit p 239.
*3 Ibid pp 240-241.
*4 Herald 25th December 1830. • ' '
*5 A  Home Office paper quoted by Hobsbawm (Ibid) in sisted  that "the
stories about strangers in gigs . . .  have in no instance been 
rea lised " . . •
me protection 01 me landowners' property, out also preserve the peace 
of the country.*^ L etters expressing a s im ila r  view were printed in support. 
One said:- '
"Employment, profitable employment alone, is  the main 
spring of quietude and comfort among the labouring 
c la s se s , and to this object a serious and energetic  
attention must now be devoted. "*2
Subsequent research has confirmed that unemployment and low wages
were important causes of the rising.*^  During the earlier  part of the
century in West Surrey, labourers were being paid from 1 2 /-  (60p) to
41 4 / -  (70p) a w eek * The concession made at Cranleigh, for example,
when wages were fixed at 12/ -  (60p) a week, im plies that pay had
-5considerably decreased by the late 1820’s .*  Near Guildford at that tim e, 
the "worst class" of labourers were paid one shilling a day (5p), "the best".
g
one or two pence m ore.*  The lack of long-term  hiring for jobs im plied
in such daily rates, along with the employment of Irish labourers,
aggravated d istress . Local farm ers preferred to hire by the job, the
week or by the day because it was cheaper and would generally not hire
for a longer period than the harvest tim e. To such shorter periods of
7work, p iece-ra tes tended to be applied.*
The disturbances in Surrey were neither so widespread nor so intense as in
Kent and Sussex. Surrey saw twenty-three cases of arson, four tithe r iots, one
wages riot and one case of assault, but no instances were reported of swing
8letters or machine breaking. * In contrast Kent, admittedly one of the 
centres of the rising^saw sixty-one cases of arson, eleven swing le tters ,
*1 Herald 15th January 1831.
*2 Ibid 18th September 1830.
*3 M. Dutt: The Agricultural Labourers Revolt of 1830,in Kent, Surrey 
and Sussex. London Phd 1966 p. 46. (The revolt finally broke out 
because of bad harvests after 1827 and the tightening up of re lie f  in 
the severe winter of 1829-1830 pp 2, 48, & 80).
*4 W. Stevenson op cit p 542.
*5 Herald 18th December 1830.
*6 George Sm allpiece, evidence to Select Committee on A griculture  
op cit p 610.
*7 W. Jam es & J. Malcolm in General View of the Agriculture of Surrey
(1794) p 54 had reported: "it is  daily becoming the practice to do as
much by the piece as p ossib le . The reaping is.gen era lly  perform  ed 
by the itinerant Irishm ent, who at this season are found traversing  
the country in large bodies".
*8 Hobsbawm& Rude op cit p 305. ^
twenty-nine wages r io ts , four tithe rio ts, five assaults and th irty-seven  
threshing m achines broken. The pattern of incendiarism  in Surrey 
demonstrates the influence of events in neighbouring Kent and Sussex, with 
outbreaks of fire -ra isin g  being m ost common in the eastern and southern 
parts of the County. M oreover, the m ost serious disturbances in Surrey 
were initiated by radicals from Sussex, at Dorking on 22 November 1830. 
Troops were required to rescue the m agistrates from the mob. This 
occurrence marked the end of serious rioting in Surrey. At Guildford on the 
same day- F air Day - disturbances were anticipated by the m agistrates.
But with special constables and a troop of dragoons on hand, no trouble 
m aterialised .
No outrages, against threshing m achines were committed in Surrey. Those 
that existed in the County were chiefly concentrated around Guildford and 
Godalming.* The Chronicle's Chertsey correspondent, for instance, was 
able to report that "there is  not a single instance of a threshing machine
*» 2
ever having been used by any gentleman or farm er in the parish .*  In
order to forestall trouble, farm ers around Cobham and Guildford actually
3 .broke their threshing m achines.*  At Farnham, the Bishop of W inchester,
Charles Richard Sumner, took steps to prevent any trouble in connection
with w age-rates and introduction of m achines, by calling a m eeting of all
the d istrict's farm ers and rate-payers at Farnham castle . After protracted
discussion , the Bishop obtained a general prom ise that wages throughout
4the area should be in creased .*
The "Swing" movement occurred in regions where cereal farm ing was
combined with low wages. Wheat and hops, for example, were the type
of crops likely  to be associated with discontent since their cultivation
involved very large fluctuations in the demand for labour. This generally
meant a large reserve of unemployment tended to exist except for a peak 
. 5
harvesting season .*  However, the situation was different in Surrey. As 
Stevenson said
*1 Stevenson op cit.
*2 Chronicle 13th November 1830.
*3 George Sm allpiece to Select Committee on A griculture, op cit p 615.
*4 Life of Charles Richard Sumner by G. H. Sumner (1876) pp 191-192.
*5 Hobsbawm & Rude op cit p. 173.
. "it is  a very general and well-founded complaint in 
Surrey that it is  extrem ely difficult to get a sufficient 
number of hands to work the land properly. "*1
The labour shortage was partly caused by the proximity of London but 
it a lso  existed because of the emphasis in the region placed on arable 
farming, which required a large number of work people. In the south­
west of the County, the extensive nature of the w aste-lands help to explain 
why the labourers' movement did not develop beyond a leve l of sporadic 
incendiarism . Heaths extended over large areas of land, from H aslem ere
to Farnham, to Bagshot and to Egham . Near Guildford, Black Heath
2covered one thousand acres and P ease  Marsh another 800.* Consequently
pastoral farming was m ore significant in these regions than may have been
supposed. M oreover, taking Surrey as a whole, it was generally recognised
that agriculture was backward compared with an area like Kent. With
old-fashioned ploughing methods and a lack of modern farm buildings and
3
agricultural machinery, Surrey lagged behind her neighbour.* In the
vicinity of London, however, market gardens and pastures w ere of greater
importance owing to the metropolitan demand for food. About half of the
seven thousand five hundred acres devoted to market gardening w ere
4situated in Surrey. * Because of this different agricultural structure, 
along with London's favourable .effect on wage lev e ls , much of N orth-east 
Surrey (within a radius of twenty m iles from the capital) was relatively  
immune from the revolt. Thus the County's proxim ity to London, labour 
shortage, extensive w aste-land, and generally backward farm ing meant 
conditions were not as conducive to disturbances as those in neighbouring 
counties.
The problem of unravelling the p recise  causes of local unrest is  virtually  
intractable. Around Guildford trouble was concentrated to the south-east 
of the town at Albury. Here, as elsew here, multifarious factors were  
presum ably involved in the incidents, but in the m ost serious of these - 
the attempt to shoot Jam es Franks with a charge of sm all stones and nails - ’ 
one fact stands out: Franks was the local overseer  of the poor. Henry
*1 Stevenson op cit p 540.
*2 Jam es & Malcolm op cit p 19.
*3 See Chapter Two.
*4 Stevenson op cit p 416.
Drummond considered that "the poor in m y neighbourhood . . .  are a
population as poor and dem oralised as the Kingdom can produce'.'*^
In 1832 Albury had a very high poor rate of 27/6 (£1. 37-J-) per head of the
population. Guildford's expenditure by contrast, averaged 1 6 /-  (80p) a 
2
head.* There was also another case of arson at Albury on 30th November 
1830/ as well as a disturbance connected with tithes on 6th January of the
3
following year.*  Such troubles are not explained by Albury's pattern 
of agriculture, which was broadly sim ilar  to that of surrounding p arish es, 
like Bram ley and Shalford, three m iles south-w est and w est of the village  
respectively .
TABLE 27 :  1801 Crop Returns (in acreages)
Total Crop Barley Oats Rye P eas Beans
Acreage _____        __ '
Albury 1049 269 219 250 26 62 2
Bramley 869 254 260 120 16 90 20
Shalford 496 220 132 53 16 47 15
Potatoes Turnips
Albury 9 212
Bramley 12 197
Shalford 6 7
The incidents of Albury may have been indirectly linked with the existence of
4 'the Catholic Apostolic Church in the v illage. * The church was founded
there after a se r ie s  of m eetings called  by Henry Drummond at his Albury
estate, beginning in 1826.* Its m em bers interpreted the scrip tures as
saying that the second advent of Christ was imminent. There was, for
example, no doubt a c lose  connection between P rim itive  Methodist
groups in those East Anglican d istricts where tithe riots and active hostility
6to Anglican parsons played a large part in the labourers' a c tiv itie s .*
*1 Davenport op cit p. 84.
*2 Guildford Union Expenditure PRO MH 12/12332.
*3 Hobsbawm& Rude op c itp 305 .
*4 The sect was som etim es referred to as the Irvingites, because of the
prominence of the Scottish preacher Edward Irving.
*5 Drummond, dismayed by the "infidelity” of evangelicalism , was
anxious nto recover the church out of its delusions". R. A. Drummond 
The Albury Apostles pp 21 & 24. (Drummond was a conscientious
landlord and a pioneer of the allotment system .)
*6 Hobsbawm& Rude op cit p219.
Although unlike the P rim itives, the Apostolic Church does not seem  to
have spawned leaders to organise aggrieved labourers , trouble may have
been encouraged in Albury by the spreading of the m essage that the end
of the existing order was at hand and that a Coming was about to take place.
Furthermore there was a precedent in Albury for incendiarism . Ten
years previously, the neighbourhood of Albury and Shere had been infested
by a gang who comm itted offences like sheep stealing. Some of its m em bers,
on being served with notices for poaching, responded by setting fire to the
prem ises of two respectable gentlemen . A subscription was subsequently
organised to break up the "Heart of Oak Gang" as it was known, and arrests
were m ade.* At Guildford there was one final incident concerned with
the attempt on the life  of Jam es Franks. One Jam es Warner, was executed
for attempted murder at H orsem onger Gaol on 10th January 1831. Three
days la ter  a p iece of paper was found near the Guildford work-house.
"Warner is m urdered, " it said , "Franks, Drummond 
and Sm allpiece shall die. I could clear him at the 
place, you fa lse swearing v illa ins. He fired the m ill.
Starving and firing shall go together. "*2
On that sam e evening a gun, loaded with slugs, was fired into the bed-room  
of the m aster of the Guildford work-house. He escaped injury, however, 
the slugs passing through his bestead , and lodging in the w a ll.*
No special Commisson sat in Surrey, and only twenty ca ses w ere heard
4in connection with the r is in g .*  In contrast Sussex had fifty-two c a ses ,
Kent one hundred and two, whilst tr ia ls  in Hampshire totalled two hundred 
and riinety«eight. The m ost notable Surrey hearing was that'in which Cobbett 
was accused of incitement to arson and riot. But the jury at Guildford could
5
not agree, and Cobbett was acquitted on 7th July 1831.*
* • f '
How far the after-effects of the labourers1 movement extended is  difficult 
to judge. Because of the farm ers' fear of arson, the w age-concessions  
gained during 1830 were at lea st tem porarily maintained. But the revolt 
did not improve the labourers' wages and conditions for any length of
*1 Herald 18th March 1820.
*2 Sm allpiece was a so lic itor  and Clerk of the Guildford Poor Law Union.
(He was a relative of the Sm allpiece who gave evidence to the Select 
Com m ittee.)
*3 Herald 15th January 1831. ^
*4 Hobsbawm& Rude op cit p 308-9: eleven individuals w ere aquitted, 
eight jailed and one executed.
*5 Chronicle 13th July.
tJULnc. • m oujL x ciy mere is  uu .e.vxuenee ui any widespread increases m
the level of pay. George Sm allpiece, for instance, told the Select Committee
2that wages were only increased Mfor a short time" between 1830 and 1833.*
The spread of threshing m achines, however, was clearly  held up, and
the movement for giving allotments to labourers gained added momentum/
3Allotment Acts being passed in 1831 and 1832 .* Cobbett was one
contemporary who believed there was a connection between "Captain Swing"
. 4and Parliam entary reform .* Yet the movement can only have had an
indirect bearing on the passing of the 1832 Reform Act, as another factor  
indicating to the ruling'elite the expediency of political con cessions. As 
seen, the agricultural disturbances did not focus the attention of the 
Chronicle and Herald specifically  on the question of Parliam entary reform . 
More significant was the effect on the Poor Laws. The Poor Law Amendment 
Act of 1834 was based on the work of the Poor Laws Com m ission, which 
operated at a tim e when the m em ory of the rising was still very vivid .
Finally it was significant too that m odifications to the system  of tithes 
were passed as early as 1832, though the Tithe Commutation Act itse lf  
went through Parliam ent in 1836.
*1 Hobsbawm & Rude p 298.
*2 Sm allpieces evidence op cit p 615.
*3 Dutt op cit p 328-332.
*4 P olitica l R egister 13th July 1833 pp70-7l .
C H A P T E R  S i x
The Era of Reform 1831-5 ,
(a) The Reform Movement & Elections of 1831
(b) The West Surrey Election of 18 32
(c) The 1832 Guildford Election
(d) The Municipal Reform Act
PREFACE
In Surrey, enthusiasm for Reform was bound up not only with the prospect 
of changes in the franchise, but also with the demand for other m easures, 
notably changes in the Poor Laws and aid for English agriculture. At the 
1831 Guildford contest, the Borough's two sitting m em bers who opposed 
Reform were defeated. For the first tim e in a hundred years or m ore a 
Guildford election was dominated by an issu e  concerned with national 
politics . Although the number of Guildford voters was doubled as a resu lt 
of the 1832 Reform Act, the socia l composition of the electorate was not 
radically altered. At the subsequent 1832 contest the Tories recaptured  
one of Guildford's sea ts. In retrospect the result of 1831 did not represent 
the start of a new era of Liberal domination in local p o litics, but sim ply  
the determination of the electorate to safeguard the Reform B ill at a ll 
costs. But at least the Liberals retained control of one Guildford seat.
In relation to the 1835 Municipal Corporations Act, however, the L iberals  
found that the leg islation  brought them no party advantage. The Act had 
the effect of confirming the Tory's hold on the town's Corporation, in that 
the m easure brought out into the open the Tory-Anglican bias of the 
Guildford v o ter s . >
a) The Reform Movement and Elections of 1831
There are no obvious reasons why the Reform issu e , which was 
m erely of academic interest at the beginning of 1830, should have come to 
dominate the political scene by the end of the sam e year. Brock a sser ts  
that the Catholic Emancipation Act had "an im m ense effect in advancing 
the cause of Reform" because it weakened the anti-reform ers' forces  
through the disruption of the Tory party and because the unpopularity of the 
Act enabled those in favour of Reform to present the House of Commons as 
a machine for thwarting the popular w ill.*^  No such projections of a 
despotic Parliam ent, however, were made by the Liberal p ress in Surrey. 
But in general term s it might be said that the passage of Emancipation, the 
dominating issu e  for twenty years in domestic affairs, left the way clear  
for Reform to assum e a far greater degree of importance. In this 
situation the July Revolution was of particular significance. Although its  
im m ediate impact on English politics has been exaggerated, once the 
electorate and public had taken stock of the dramatic changes just across  
the Channel, there was bound to be discussion about m odifications to their  
own political institu tions. The radicals were not the only ones to elaborate 
the analogy of the French revolution and English reform . Back in early  
August, William Denis on > Surrey's Whig MP had said:
"France has held out a proud example to the world.
The people of that country have not been so subm issive  
to their m asters as our Rouse of Commons has been. "*2
But the Reform movement received its essentia l impetus from economic 
grievances. In an overwhelmingly agricultural county like Surrey these  
centred on the position of farming. Resentment over the burden of Poor  
Rates and the lack of rigid protection for farm ers has already been n oted .*1'
The Chronicle consistently expounded the view that the s lid in g-sca le  of the
• 4
1828 Corn Laws "actively operated to the prejudice of the home grow er."*
*1 Brock op cit p. 55.
*2 Morning Chronicle 3rd August.
*3 Ch. F ive. "
*4 Chronicle 12th January 1830.
The Act "has neither conferred benefit on the 
cultivator, the labourer nor the consum er, but 
on the contrary it has been nothing le s s  than the 
perpetuation of the system  for encouraging, to an 
enlarged extent, the importation of Corn from  
foreign countries, thereby diminishing to a very  
serious amount the annual growth of grain at 
hom e."*!
The depth of the c r is is  in agriculture was such, that in various southern 
counties the farm labourers were driven to revolt. The Herald soberly  
commented in its  review of 1831:
"We are not among the alarm ists of the day: but it 
would be deceiving ourselves and our readers not 
to admit that there never was a period of greater  
distress known than at the present moment. "*2
Such hardship, as well as tithes, taxes and fluctuations in the price of
wheat, could all be ultim ately attributed to m easures p assed  by the House
of Commons. As the Chronicle remarked: "The agricultural depression
of these kingdoms is  so lely  attributable to that unwise policy of the
3
L egislature which sanctioned the restrictive  (corn) laws . .  . "* .
Changes in the actual system  of government came to be seen as the first  
essentia l step in gaining satisfaction over these m atters. Denison, who 
acted as a spokesman for the farming in terest, was one who believed  that 
once the Commons was reform ed, m easures to rectify the situation could 
be passed .*^
The im m ediate reason for the Tory government's defeat and the em ergence
of a pro-Reform  administration was the tactless pronouncement by the
5
Duke of Wellington of his opposition to political change.* When the Whigs' 
proposals for Parliam entary reform  were finally announced on 1st March 
1831, they went much further than the House had anticipated. J . C. Hobhouse 
(later Lord Broughton) recalled  particularly the astounded reaction of the 
Member next to him - Guildford's Baring Wall.
"Lord John R ussell began his speech at six  o 'clock.
N ever shall I forget the astonishment of my neighbour 
as he developed his plan. Indeed, all the House seem ed
*1 Ibid 28th June 18B1 (In 1829, 1830 and 1831, home supplies of wheat 
were low and im ports large . Gayer op cit Vol I p. 211).
*2 Herald 31st December.
*3 Chronicle 5th July.
*4 Herald 27th March 1830.
*5 Bri ggs op cit p. 239.
perfectly astounded; and when he read the long 
l is t  of the boroughs to be either wholly or partially  
disfranchised there was a sort of wild ironic laughter, 
m ixed with expressions of delight from the ex- 
m in isters, who seem ed to think them selves sure of 
recovering their places again im m ediately. Our own 
friends were not so well p leased. Baring Wall, 
turning to m e said, 'They are mad', they are mad'.' 
and others made use of sim ilar exp ression s. "*1
Under R u ssell's plan boroughs with a population of under two thousand 
were to be disfranchised and those with under four thousand people w ere to 
lo se  one MP. Their seats were to be redistributed to London, the 
unrepresented towns and to the Counties. The franchise was to be 
extended to copyholders and leaseholders Of land in the counties and to 
householders whose rental was not le s s  than £10 a year in the boroughs.
The B ill, though an extensive m easure, did not concede the ballot, shorter  
Parliam ents or anything rem otely approaching universal m ale suffrage.
Yet Tories like Henry Drummond and Baring Wall stated the proposals 
amounted to a revolution. The essentia l of a monarchy, Drummond argued, 
was that political power was vested  .in property whereas in a republic it 
was vested in the people irrespective of property. Thus he declared:
"it is  contended that this B ill w ill not lead to revolution.
In this I fully concur: it would be a m ost gratuitous
lead if it did, for the B ill itse lf , ipso facto, is
revolution; that is  it converts this monarchy of
England into a republic".*2 .
Wall believed the B ill would m erely  be the prelude to further Parliam entary  
reform and would eventually lead to the destruction of existing institutions 
beginning with the House of Lords. "The B ill cannot effect a final 
settlem ent,"  Wall declared "and whenever the distribution of the 
population changes the distribution of seats,m ust change with it. "*
In an open letter  to the Guildford e lectors, he im plored them to ex erc ise  
"great caution;"
"Reflect on the b lessings which under the present system  .
you have long enjoyed. Remember that as things are, a ll 
in terests are equally balanced and protected . . .  We are 
not retrograding, but advancing. Pause before you rush
*1 J. C. Hobhouse: R ecollections of a Long L ife Vol IV p . 87.
*2 "Reform not a New Constitution" in Parliam entary Speeches op cit
Vol II p. 82.
*3 The Times 8th March.
m at sucn a moment witn a rasn experim ent, and 
check our slow perhaps, but gradual and sure 
m arch of im provem ent. "*1
The Whigs justified their plan on the grounds of ordered change. Yet it 
soon became clear that they were not even sure of a m ajority in the House 
of Commons, let alone the L ords. An opposition motion, tabled by 
General Gascoyne, objecting to the reductipn in the number of M P's for 
England and Wales was carried against the government. The King consented 
to a dissolution on 22nd April. The question of reform was to be put 
directly - alm ost in the fashion of a referendum - to the unreformed 
electorate. As Briggs says,
"whereas the general election of 1830 had been, like - 
m ost elections before it, concerned with many issu es  
or with none, the election of 1831 was an election  
fought entirely around the question of reform . There 
had never been such a burning question of the hour. "*2
The election took place at exceptionally short notice, only a week after 
dissolution. It involved not only a direct appeal to the electorate but a lso  
a demand by the voters for pledges from candidates. The Annual R egister  
was particularly critica l of this latter practice, which tightened the control 
of the electors over their rep resen tatives.
"The new House of Commons" it asserted , "was 
not to be a deliberative body, chosen to decide on 
great m easures of public policy; it was to be 
nothing m ore than an assem bly of delegates, 
nominated as a m ere organ by which the popular 
sanction might be given to a m inisterial proposal. "*3
According to the Annual R egister, printed l is ts  of the division on Gascoyne's
motion circulated throughout the country, and every candidate whose name
was found to be amongst the majority was denounced as an enemy of 
4reform .* No evidence has em erged , however, that such l is t s  were u tilised  
in West Surrey. The election resu lted in an overwhelming victory for the 
government. W herever there was a large and popular constituency the 
reform er was in alm ost every case returned. In the English counties the 
Tories were nearly annihilated - of eighty two seats they had held in 1830, 
they only kept six . The political effects of the election becam e apparent
*1 A Few Words to the E lectors of Guildford on Reform (dated 19th March
1831) pp 4-9 . Town Library.
*2 Briggs op cit p. 243.
*3 Annual R egister 1831 Vol 75 p. 151. *
*4 Ibid.
on June 24th, when a new Reform Bill was p assed  by a m ajority of one 
hundred and th irty -six .
Enthusiasm for reform was bound up, not only with the prospect of changes
in the franchise, but also with the demand for other m easures, which had
little  chance of being passed under an unreformed Parliam ent. Because
of differences in socia l and economic structure , these demands varied in
different parts of the country. In Surrey the County Chronicle demanded
changes in the Poor Laws, the position of the English farm er, and the Corn
Laws. *  ^ Commenting on the Reform Bill itse lf , the Chronicle believed the
landed interest would not be weakened by a redistribution of seats and
2hence protection for English agriculture would be forthcoming. *
Petitions to Parliam ent over Reform had increased as January wore on.
By early February the Chronicle found reform meetings were alm ost too 
numerous to report. It felt, however, that the gatherings had two common 
features: they demonstrated popular support for the government and its  
chosen policy; and they confirmed the journal's belief that only an
3uncompromising reform of Parliam ent would avert "a dreadful convulsion11.*
At Godalming a petition was drawn up at a m eeting chaired by Mayor Henry
4Marshall on 2nd February .* The petitioners, apparently representing a
cro ss-sectio n  of local society , all claim ed to be "oppressed by a grinding
exorbitant taxation ," and felt that "a terrific  convulsion" would occur, if
Parliam ent did not take som e effective rem edial action. Convinced that
the current d istress would not have assum ed such proportions had the
ordinary people been fairly represented, it was argued that a m ajority of
MP s was returned under the patronage of P eers and a few rich com m oners,
leaving the people at large virtually unrepresented. To rem edy this
situation a number of reform s were listed: shorter Parliam ents; voting
near the electors' homes; the extension of the franchise beyond m ere
freeholders; the abolition of m ost boroughs; and the ballot. Parliam ent was
therefore requested to grant, .
"an im m ediate and efficient Parliam entary Reform - a 
m easure just in i t s e lf ,  and a n ecessary  prelim inary  
to a fair and an adequate reduction of the taxes . "*5
*1 Chronicle March 15th 18 31.
*2 Ibid May 24th.
*3 Ibid February 8th.
*4 Herald 12th February 1831. (M arshall was the town's Mayor on five  
occasions).
*5 Ibid.
m e n  aigum ciu wcio pctJ. lj.j' uuiu csseu  uy mt: j? tjui'ucuy Duagei, wnicn even 
the Whig Chronicle found disappointing. Though som e duties on house­
hold item s were repealed, the paper had wanted a property transfer tax 
so that other dues which hit the middle c la sse s  could be abolished.
Other demands for Reform, concerned them selves so le ly  with the political 
issu e . A m eeting of Surrey freeholders at Epsom on March 19th addressed  
petitions to the King and Parliam ent, asking for consent to the admin­
istration 's plan of Reform.*"^ Denison and B riscoe, the County's M Ps, 
were named as amongst the principal supporters of the resolution. With
the dissolution of Parliam ent, Henry Drummond placed a long advertisem ent
2
in both the Chronicle and the H erald* for the guidance of Surrey e lectors. 
His concern with reform  was from the view-point of what he h im self later  
described as that "of a real old Tory"; namely
"Unswerving fidelity to the crown and the constitution 
as by law established, uniting the support and 
maintenance of the power of the executive with the 
boldest assertion  of the rights and lib erties of the 
m eanest Subject. "*3
Drummond's main proposals were for the extension of the franchise  
to every person of property residing within a borough, along with the 
disfranchisem ent of non-resident voters; for votes to be taken in each 
parish to lower the expense of elections; for the duration of Parliam ent to 
be shortened from seven to three years; and for the ballot to be granted 
where demanded by the voters. Though not com pletely convinced about 
this final m easure, he considers the program m e, "a safe and substantial 
refo rm ," justified by the following dictum:
"The essence of reform , as. contrasted with revolution, 
consists in reverting to form er practices wherever they 
have been departed from; and, where, that is  im possib le,;  
in shaping our reformation according-to ancient p rincip les."
If, on the other hand, the Commons should pass the Whig 
Reform Bill without m odification, then he says, "all the 
power of the state is  transferred from the higher to the 
lower c la sses" . The Commons "will no longer consist 
of Representatives of in terests, but of delegates from m obs" .*4
*1 Ibid 22nd March.
*2 On May 3rd and April 30th respectively . A lso published as a pamphlet
A letter  to the Freeholders of Surrey (Lambeth Minet Library S1668)
*3 His words on the occasion of being invited to represent W est Surrey in
1847. Henry Drummond's Parliam entary Speeches (1860) Vol I p .v .
*4 "Reform not a New Constitution" in Parliam entary Speeches op cit
Vol II p. 82 .
Drummond claim ed that he had been induced to. publish his "impartial 
statement'* on Reform in the hope of inducing freeholders to exercise  their  
judgement calm ly , ' in a tim e of general excitem ent. This enthusiasm for 
the King; his m inisters and Reform was widely attested to in the p r e ss .
The Herald mentioned that -enthusiasm for William and "his noble, conduct*' 
in dissolving Parliam ent was so great, that at the Surrey theatre on the
Saturday perform ance, "God Save the King" was called for at the end of
' ithe first act, the anthem being concluded with three c h e er s . * Such
enthusiasm for the King as a R eform er, however ill-founded in reality ,
added to the momentum of the Reform campaign.
The County election took place at Guildford on May 5th. It was not
contested. There was no great influx of freeholders into the town, because
it was generally known that Denison and B riscoe were not going to be
opposed. John Leech again proposed Denison, as he had done in 1830. His
speech in favour of triennial parliam ents and the ballot was received  with
2
applause. Charles Norton* nominated B riscoe as a man who had supported 
the Reform Bill and who would vote for it in the future too. Despite his own 
objections to the Whigs' schem e for political change, Henry Drummond also  
spoke in favour of the two candidates . He saw them as men who would 
represent the great m ass of the people but who , though desiring real and
3
substantial reform , had a hatred of revolution.* In his own speech,
Denison referred to his vote for Grey's motion on parliamentary; reform
back in 1797. He assured the electors that they could rely on his endeavours
to promote "freedom and toleration, the abolition of slavery , the
retrenchment of u se le ss  expense, and the important and vital m easure of
Parliam entary Reform ".* B riscoe again em phasised his independence
and lack of attachment to any party . He particularly hoped for Parliam entary
5Reform, reform of the Game Laws, and the'abolition of slavery .*  The 
Herald in its coverage of the election described the two MP s as pledging 
them selves:
"to support the m easures of the m in isters, as a means
*1 Herald 30th April 1837.
*2 Lord Grantley's younger brother, elected as Guildford's MP in 1831,
*3 The Tim es May 6th 1831.
*4 Chronicle May 10th 1831.
*5 The Tim es May 6th.
of promoting peace, unanimity, contentment, and 
confidence throughout the united em pire, and 
of giving security to property, and, above all, of 
adding fresh lustre  and stability to the Crown" . *1
Hence, like the Whigs, the Herald justified Reform as a way of strengthening
the established order of society . But the electors who celebrated the
unopposed return of the two Whigs, chairing them through the town "amidst 
,, 2much rejoicing , * were m ore concerned with the prospect of im m ediate 
tangible changes - principally a reduction in taxation and aid for agriculture. 
Denison and B riscoe's su ccess was not a triumph for the Whig party, as 
such., over its opponents. It was a victory for a Reform movement given 
added momentum by economic grievances .
The Guildford Borough election Was contested. Both the town's MP s,
Wall and Sumner, voted against the Reform B ill. As Wall said , on giving 
notice of his candidature:
"Prepared, anxious even, to support a moderate and 
well considered m easure, that had for its  object the 
amendment of our existing system  of representation,
I find it im possible to give my sanction to a B ill which 
appeared to me unnecessarily  to interfere with vested  
rights, and to curtail rather than to increase the 
representative system . "*3
Henry Edmund Austen of Shalford was one who hoped the Guildford electors  
would not return anti-Reform  representatives. *
MI do firm ly trust" he said, "that whoever may be the 
objects of your choice, they w ill be persons not only 
qualified to represent you by high personal character, 
by unshaken consistency of politic a! principle, and by 
connection with your local in terests, but who shall 
pledge them selves to support unflinchingly the paramount 
m easure of Constitutional reform , to urge a modification  
of the Tithe System , to evince a steady zeal in the cause
*1 Herald May 7th.
*2 : Ibid. .
*3 P oster , Squibs CPL.Wall was probably referring to the disfranch­
isem ent of boroughs in the south and south-west of England. In addition 
the Bill did reduce the number of e lectors in certain co n stitu en c ies , 
mainly through depriving non-resident freem en of the vote. Only 
Preston and W estm inster, however, suffered an important decrease in 
their electorates as a result of reform . (Halevy op cit Vol III p .29).
of Colonial Slavery Abolition, to advocate every  
practical retrenchment in public expenditure, and 
to promote the revision of the game law s, as well 
as those enactments by which the importations and 
consequently the p rices of corn are at present 
regulated. "*1
Standing in opposition to Wall and Sumner were two reform candidates,
2Jam es M angles,* a country gentleman living in Stoke P arish , and Charles
3
F letcher Norton,* Lord Grantley's younger brother But this apparently
straightforward contest on the issu e  of reform was complicated by the fact
that Guildford, falling in Schedule B of the B ill, stood to lo se  one of its
M Ps. In an attempt to reverse the ruling Parliam ent was petitioned, the
point being made that the figures used in reaching the decision to take one
of the Borough's MPs away, related to the population returns for 1821 which
w ere now outdated. The petitioners - 232-in number - said they entirely
concurred with the principles upon which reform was based. Yet another
twist was given to the situation by a note added to the bottom of the petition,
presumably by a contemporary. It asserted  that the government had
ascertained the number of e lectors who had signed entreaties in favour of
reform in boroughs standing in schedule nB" and that where there was a
majority, unless two reform ers were returned, no notice would be taken
of such pleas. The Guildford petition, the anonymous w riter commented,
4was signed by 100 of the town's 170 e lectors. * Had such an idea been in 
popular currency at the tim e of the election , then the position of the anti- 
reform candidates would have been weakened. But the evidence from election  
literature, does not suggest it was. Thus the fact that Guildford was in 
danger of forfeiting one of its MP s , can only have helped Sumner and Wall.
Certainly one elector, "a Spectator", argued in a poster dated April 27th
5that the two men had done nothing to forfeit the voters' tr u s t .* Their 
opposition to the Civil L ist B ill, he contended, was approved by all the
*1 P oster dated 24th April 1831, Squibs op. cit.
*2 Mangles was the son of an eminent Wapping ship chandler and had
been High Sheriff of Surrey in 1808. His country house was at 
Woodbridge, 2 m iles from Guildford.
*3 George Chappie Norton, Charles' elder brother, who had represented  
Guildford from 1826 to 1830. was a M agistrate for the Whitechapel 
district in 1831, and hence ineligible for Parliam ent. l ie  canvassed for 
Charles during the campaign.
*4 Petition CPL.
*5 P oster  CPL.
town. Sim ilarly they opposed the Reform Bill.
"because they know it would rob you of one half of your 
'Rights and P r iv ile g e s '. No'. You cannot be so narrow  
minded and ungrateful to oppose them because they 
supported you. " .
•The w riter referred to the last general election, only nine months previously, 
when the Borough electors had "asserted their independence". The confidence 
placed in Wall and Sumner on that occasion, he maintained had not been 
abused, "except in the imagination of those who are not for Reform , but for 
Subversion ". The B ill itse lf  was attacked as one which seek s,
"to destroy all those Rights / L iberties and P riv ileges  
which have been granted from tim e to tim e to the 
people of England. "
Finally Charles Norton's candidature was also strongly critic ised , aS 
evidence that the Nortons were still determined to have one of their fam ily  
as a Guildford MP whether suitable or not. Charles aged 24 was called  
"young and inexperienced". The Spectator concluded:
"My opinion is ,  if they could not find a person of the 
name of "NORTON" to come forward, they would 
manufacture and introduce an Automaton, and call 
it NORTON, rather then you should go without one. "
At the sam e tim e a notice was issued  by George Austen, a grocer and
1 7Corporation m em ber, in defence of the Reform candidates.* He admitted 
that Norton, as a P eer's  brother may be supported by such influence, but 
he em phasised that Norton was not his brother's nominee, since Lord  
Grantley was hostile to reform . Consequently the electors were urged to 
vote for Mangles and Norton who had pledged them selves to oppose the old 
corrupt system . Austen him self was the object of an attack in a handbill 
mockingly entitled "The consistent Mr. George Austen", because of his speech  
after the 1830 . Election. On that occasion he had referred to the contest as 
"a triumph for the cause of independence", expressing his gratitude to Wall 
and Sumner for having, enabled the town to send independent representatives 
to Parliam ent. His change of outlook was a lso  exploited in another poster  
which accused him of having deserted Sumner, because the la tter  had acted  
as "an honest man". It was particularly em phasised that Austen had "pressed  
and begged" Sumner to represent the Borough only ten months before. Austen
*1 P oster  dated 27th April 1831, Squibs op cit.
justified his previous actions on the grounds that he strongly disapproved
of the tradition whereby one MP was nominated by the House of Wonersh.
Since the friends of both Wall and Sumner shared this dislike, Austen
argued, the two men had stood a good chance of being elected together
on that platform. Austen contended that he saw Sumner only as "an
instrument in the hands of the electors to enable them to a sser t their
independence." Taking the initiative, Austen then cr itic ised  his opponents
for their political inconsistency - in wanting Reform yet supporting Sumner,
who would not even agree to the disenfranchisem ent of Old Sarum or Gatton.*^
2In conclusion Austen eulogised on the beneficial effects of the Reform B ill. *
A sim ilar poster called on Reform ers to "Resolve Unite and Act" in defence
of the B ill. It is  notable as the first p iece of Guildford election propaganda
ever to concern itse lf  entirely with a national issu e  (see figure 5 ). The
contest was a triumph for the Reform candidates. Mangles polled one hundred
votes, Norton eighty-three, Sumner seventy-three and Wall fifty -five . By the
c lo se  of the Election only twenty electors remained unpolled, one hundred and
3
sixty-three having voted with just two votes having been rejected .*  The
4
Herald joyfully reported. *
"in no instance have m ore unequivocal proofs been given of 
the irresistab le  progress of the Great Cause than in the 
result of the election for Guildford. Both old mem bers 
have been ousted and two gentlemen returned whose 
sentim ents are more congenial with the spirit of liberty, 
which w ill no longer be repressed . . . .  The return of 
Mr. Mangles by a triumphant m ajority is  a just tribute to 
the high character for integrity as a M agistrate, and 
amiability as a man, which during thirty years residence  
in the county of Surrey he has established amongst all 
who knew h im . "
Apparently Mangles had rejected an invitation to represent the town som e years  
previously, hence, the paper says, his la ter  acceptance "can only be 
attributed to a patriotic wish to promote the cause of liberty. "
Though the Reform question was the main issu e  at the 1831 contest, local 
politics had been paramount for so long in Guildford elections, that there
*1 Apparently Wall would consent to these rotten boroughs being
disenfranchised but not to other sm all ones like'W areham .
*2 Squibs CPL.
*3 Chronicle May 3rd 1831.
*4 Herald May 7th.
FIGURE 5 : 1831 GUILDFORD ELECTION POSTER
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GENTLEMEN,' • 
THE ENEMIES of your BEST
Friend, a patriot King, and the oppressors and enslavers of his 
People, have already subscribed a Sum of nearly
Two Million Pounds
»
TO BU Y  U P VOTES!
The Goldfinches have been already heard TO SING IN YOUR t 
NEIGHBOURHOOD.
W ill you suffer yourselves TO BE BOUGHT by the Enemies 
of your Country ? W ill you suffer some 80  or 4 0  OWNERS OF 
ROTTEN BOROUGHS, to continue to send 300  Members to 
the Commons House of Parliament—to vote the MONEY OUT 
OF YOUR POCKETS FOR THEM AND THEIR DEPEND­
ANTS TO DIVIDE AMONGST THEM ? Be not deceived by 
specious Promises of him who hits already deceived you.
REFORM ! OR NO REFORM !—THAT IS THE QUES­
TION. One Candidate tells you that he will not support the 
abolition o f ONE Rotten Borough! The other can, now he is 
pressed, spare a few  ! Gentlemen, your Liberty is tendered you, 
and if you return the Old Members you w ill R ivet the Fetteps o f  
Slavery on your Country more firm ly than ever !
Rally round the Standard of Reform! Act boldly; ||R  fear* 
lessly j act firmly; and the Cause is inevitably your own! “ For as 
w ell may your Enemies attempt to hurl the largest Mountain from 
its Base, as to enslave a People who are determined to be FREE.” 
Remember the Proverb of the Bundle of Sticks.
REFORM ERS,
R E SO LV E , UNITE, A NO A C T.
■msaa
SKINNER, COLUMBIA!? PRINTING OFFICE.
was no neat dichotomy in the vote between the anti and pro-reform ers. 
Mangles and Norton received  the greatest number of joint votes, but the 
numbers supporting the two -anti-Reform- candidates were exceeded by those 
voting for Mangles and Sumner - an indication of the electoral strength 
the latter had developed. Wall and Norton too, gained a fair degree of 
support em phasising again the importance of personalities which cut 
across the Reform issu e .
Table 28 : Voting at the 1831 Election in Percentages .
Whig: Norton & Mangles 32
Tory: W all'& Sumner 18
C ross-votes: Mangles & Sumner 23
C ross-votes: Norton & Wall ’ 15
C ross-votes: Norton & Sumner 2
Whig plumpers: Norton or. Mangles 6
Tory plumpers : Wall or Sumner 4
(N = 163)
The result was a remarkable volte-face compared with the previous election .
In particular, Wall suffered a striking reversa l of fortunes. Only 9 months 
after his outstanding su ccess in the 1830 contest when he had polled virtually  
twice as many votes as the defeated candidate, he now found h im self placed  
la st, with little  more than half the votes of the v ictor. In 1830 forty-one 
percent of W all’s vote had come from electors who a lso  supported the Whig 
candidate. Consequently, when a second Whig candidate stood in 1831 /su p p o rt  
for Wall was cut dramatically . Fifty e lectors who had previously voted for 
him now switched to M angles. Only thirty-one percent of those who had
r
supported Wall in 1830 repeated their vote for him. in 1831. (See Table 30) .  
The margin of Sumner's vote on the other hand was more narrow. His vote 
was only m arginally down on his 1830 total, with a higher degree of voter  
loyalty than Wall enjoyed. Out of his supporters from 1830, sixty-eight 
percent stuck with Sumner at the following year’s contest. (See Table 29).
Even so , twenty-four percent of his form er voters switched their a lleg iances  
to another candidate in 1831. The change in the voting of Conservative
electors serves to underline the pre-em inence of the Reform question. , Of 
Sixty-eight "committed” Tories in 1830 (who voted for both Wall and Sumner) 
only forty-three percent continued to .vote for either both T ories, or one 
alone, in 1831. Another thirty-four percent split their vote between the 
p arties, and nineteen percent actually supported the two liberals . (Four 
percent were unpolled).
Table 2 9 Sumner's Vote in 1830 and 1831
1830 
(82 votes)
S5-
1831
S-m 1 
m -n 4
S-n 9
S-m  
S-n 
m -n  
A b s. 
?
S-w 68-
SrW 26 
S-m  21
S
w-m
m -n
m
A b s. 
?
Key
S
m
n
Sumner
Mangles
Norton
w
Abs
?
Wall
Abstained 
Not in poll book
Table 30 W all's Vote in 1830 and 1831
1830 
(117 votes)
1831
W1 ■W-m 1
W -s 68-
W -s 26 
W-m 2 
s-m  21 
m -n 7 
s 3
m 6 
Abs. 1 
? 2
Continued.
Table (Continued)
Key:
W-n 48
W
m
Wall
Mangles
-W-n 16 
-W-s 1 
W-m 1 
■W 1 
-m-n 15 
-m -s 1 
■ n 1
•Abs. 3 
•? 9
Norton
Sumner
Table 31 : The Norton vote in 1830 and 1831
1830 
(60 votes)
N3--------- --------------------- ----- -
Key:
N -s 9
N-w 48
N = Norton 
m = Mangles
1831
■N.
N -s
N-m
s-m
Abs.
?
N-w 16 
N-m  15
N
•w-s 
- m - s 
■w . 
■w-m 
Abs. 
?
s = Sumner 
w = Wall
NB George Chappie Norton was the fam ily’s candidate in 1830/ his 
younger brother Charles F letcher Norton taking over in 1831.
When compared with each other, the different socia l c la sse s  showed no 
particular marked differences in their voting patterns between 1830 and 1831 
W all's steep decline in popularity, for instance, was reg istered  in all 
groups. I t  i s  noticeable, how ever, that the middle c la ss group of reta ilers
and businessm en registered  the sharpest drop in support for both Wall 
and Sumner.
Table 32 : Voting by Social C lass in 1830 and 1831 (Percentages)
Wall Sumner Norton Mangles
1830 1 8 3 1 .Change 1830 1831 Change 1830 1831 Change 1831
C lass 1
"Local 43 21 ( - 22) 33 22 ( - 11) 24 24 . (o) 33
Elite"
Class 2
Subprofs. 
Mod. 46 15 (-31) 32 27 ( - 5 ) 22 28 (+6) 30
Wealthy
Class 3
R etailers
& Petty 40 6 (-34) 45 30 (-15) 15 21 (+6) 43
Entre­
preneurs
Class 4
C rafts­ 46 23 (-23) 27 23 (-4) 27 27 (0) 27
men
Class 5
Labour 1(actual 2 1 1 2 4 3
votes)
(N = 55 117) (N=82 73) (N = 60 83) (N=100)
When the total Conservative and Whig vote is  taken for each socia l c la s s ,  
the elite of local society  em erges as equally in favour of the Whigs as the 
reta ilers . On the other hand, in the occupational groups (with no account 
taken of wealth differentials) the professional c la sse s  were the only group 
to exhibit a preference for the anti-R eform ers. Taking both the professional 
and subprofessional c la sse s  together, they split fifty-five percent - f'orty-five  
percent in favour of the T ories.
-lame jo : young oy uccupaTionai ana socia l C lass in 1831 (Percentages)
Class 1
Gentlejnen
Higher P rofessions
Capitalists and the Rich
Class 2
All professions 
Subprofessions 
Moderately Wealthy
Class 3 
R etailers
Petty Entrepreneurs
Class 4
Craftsmen
C lerical
Class 5 
Labour
Occupational C lass 
Tory Whig
37. 5
do-
38
44
30
62.5
45
62
56
70
H IISocial Class 
Tory Whig
36 64
42 58
36 64
47 53
30 70
*Where a group is  not included in a particular c lass because it appears 
in the sta tistics elsew here, a dash is  inserted.
Thus the 1831 contest was of the greatest significance in the h istory of 
Guildford elections. For the first time in a hundred years or m ore an_ 
election was dominated by an issu e  concerned with national p o litic s. Local 
affairs were apparently alm ost com pletely set aside during the campaign.
The predominance of the Reform question was all the more marked when the 
essentia lly  parochial nature of the 1830 contest is recalled . The 1831 result 
was sim ilarly  just as rem arkable. The two candidates opposed to Reform  
appeared to have virtually everything in their favour. Only nine months 
previously they had decisively  defeated George Norton, and even if  the tide 
of anti-Norton feeling had largely subsided by 1831, a residue presum ably 
remained. Both Wall and Sumner p o ssessed  considerable political and 
parliamentary exp erien ce /w h ilst the latter in particular had built up a 
solid block of local support. M oreover Guildford stood to lo se  one of its  
MP s under the provisions of the"Bill, hence justifying opposition to the 
m easure. Yet against such odds, Mangles and Norton were triumphantly 
returned. As the Herald com m ented:-
representatives - a proof of .thedisinterestedness 
which must have dictated the return of two reform ers . , .
In no instance have m ore unequivocal proofs been given 
of the irres istib le  progress of the Great Cause . . . M*1
Certainly the pre-em inence of Reform on the national political scene was
confirmed by the 1831 General E lection, when, for the first tim e, a party
had sought approval fo r a  specific m atter of policy.
*1 Herald 7th May 1831.
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b) West Surrey Election of 1832
During the months following the 1831 General E lection, both the 
Chronicle and Herald c ontinued to carry long reports on the progress of. 
the Reform Bill in Parliam ent. Sitting in Committee on 29th July, the 
Commons debated whether Guildford should lo se  one of its MP s 
The constituency was the only borough of the eleven included in Schedule B 
that produced a division. Denison, the County m em ber, spoke on behalf 
of the town. The Mayor and Aldermen had already argued that Guildford's 
population.in 1821 was four thousand two hundred and twelve and not 
three thousand one hundred and sixty-one as stated in the official returns. 
Within the Borough boundary, part of Stoke P arish  which contained five  
hundred and sixty-two inhabitants, had been omitted from the return. So 
too had sections of St. N icholas, Holy Trinity and St. Mary which w ere part 
.of the town although not within the Borough. These areas included lour 
hundred and eighty nine people, none of whom could be considered part of 
the neighbouring rural population. A total of three hundred and fifty extra 
houses was involved. Denison h im self, having quoted these s ta tis tic s , 
reminded the Commons that Guildford was a county town, paying a large  
amount of a sse sse d  taxes - £1, 960 annually. He further pointed out that the 
Borough's franchise consisted of only resident freem en and freeholders, 
independent e lectors who had returned representatives to Parliam ent since  
the tim e of E dw ardl. M oreover, he contended that there was not a purer 
constituency than Guildford in England. Sir Jam es Scarlett, having been 
connected with the town through his residence near-by, at Abinger, attested  
to the Borough's independence and wealth. Lord Altho;rp, the Whig leader  
of the Commons, however, did not think that Guildford, relative to the 
population in the rest of the country, was a place of such im portance as to  
entitle it to two MP s . Finally Sir E. Sugden asserted  that he did not know 
how any reasonable man could have any valid objections to Guildford 
retaining both its representatives. A m ajority of the Commons obviously 
agreed with him, for by two hundred and fifty-three votes to one hundred 
and eigh t-six , it was decided not to include the Borough in Schedule B of 
the Reform B ill.
Herald 6th August.
The division of Surrey into two parts under the B ill, had also  not been
without its difficulties. As the C om m issioners reported:-
" The population of this county is  so concentrated  
towards the North Eastern part of it that it is  alm ost 
im possible to suggest a mode of Division which will ... 
be entirely satisfactory. "*1
Consequently a W estern division w as proposed with a population Of e i g h t y -
one thousand two hundred and twenty-nine, in contrast to the Eastern
division where a total of three hundred and ninty-nine thousand one hundred
and twenty-seven people lived. Only one hundred and seven thousand four
hundred and seventy-two individuals, however, actually resided in the
various Eastern Hundreds . The remaining two hundred and ninety-two
thousand, one hundred and twenty-seven lived in the boroughs of Lambeth,
Southwark and Reigate which had additional representation of their own.
The general m erits of the Reform Bill were extolled by Denison and
2B riscoe at a County m eeting on 1st October.* It was felt that such 
m eetings were a means of convincing the House of Lords of the undiminished  
desire for Reform. But the Upper House proceeded to oppose the B ill.
One attempt to promote com prom ise was initiated by Mr. H. P alm er,
Governor of the Bank of England, who convened a m eeting of bankers and 
m erchants at the City of London Tavern.* It was anticipated that the 
m eeting would sign a declaration that Reform was desirable to strengthen  
both the Crown and Parliam ent on the one hand, and the people's rights
on the other. Deadlock resulted, however, mainly because of the attitude
.' . ' 4
of the Surrey banker, Henry Drummond, who spoke against the declaration.*
In a letter  to the T im es, a writer signing h im self "A. B. ", stated that
Drummond "was the m ost violent of all against/the nomination clause".
The latter, describing the disfranchisem ent of the rotten boroughs, as an
act of "robbery and spoliation", objected to the statem ent that it was
5
undesirable for any individual whatsoever, to nominate an M P .*
With several following his lead, the m eeting was a total failure. Drummond
*1 Reports from Com m issioners on the Proposed Division of Counties
and Boundaries of Boroughs Vol III Part I p. 33 .
*2 Herald 8th October.
*3 The'Times 24th November. •
*4 Greville: M emoirs Vol II p. 220. He. describes Drummond as "mad
but very clever and a Reform er, though for saving the rotten boroughs1
*5 The Tim es 25th November. Drummond was described as "a very
ingenious and aimable but crotchety and eccentric gentleman".
him self wrote to the Tim es explaining his attitude. *'*' "I wish political 
power" he said "to remain with the aristocracy, because by such means 
alone can the monarchy exist". He a lso  referred to Lord Grey as stirring  
up the feelings of the ordinary people against the Bishops and L ords. When 
Grey objected to his rem arks, Drummond replied, that he was not 
questioning the m inisters m otives, only his m ea su res.
The course of Reform remained the chief concern of the loca l papers in
1832 . The Herald looked forward to a reform ed Parliam ent introducing
a more equitable distribution of ta x e s , and better methods than emigration
2to alleviate the hardships of the poor.* The journal was especia lly  critica l
of the Lords* opposition to the enfranchisement of the £10 householder.
"A man paying £10 annual rent cannot be c lassed  
amongst the rabble" said the Herald , he has 
"just as deep a stake in the prosperity of his 
country as any of their lord sh ip s. "*3
The Chronicle considered that the foremen of eminent tradesm en and
the clerks of eminent m erchants who "typically" compose the c la ss  of £10
householders were in many cases far m ore politically  enlightened than 
.4
their m asters .*  (As the Chronicle was the Whig paper, this presum ably  
meant that they were m ore liberal than their em ployers). Following the 
administration's defeat in the Lords, the King's refusal to create m ore  
peers on 8th May brought Grey's resignation. The Chronicle greeted the 
prospect of a Tory government headed by Wellington with d isbelief. TJhe
journal neither savoured the idea of such a change, nor thought it politica lly
5 •a rea listic  proposition.* The news a lso  prompted a pro-R eform  m eeting
to be held at Godalming on 16th May . "The late atrocious endeavour of the
Tory Oligarchy to defeat the Reform B ill in the House of L o r d s ," was
6condemned "with mingled feelings of indignation and contempt. "* Their 
disgust at "the narrow and unjust policy of this unprincipled faction" was 
only equalled by their admiration for the noble conduct of the illu striou s  
Grey." The restoration of the latter's administration was m et with
*1 The Tim es 3rd Decem ber 1831
*2 Herald 21st April 1832.
*3 Ibid April 28th.
*4 ' Chronicle 1st May.
*5 Ibid 15th May 4
* 6 Herald 19th May.
unrestrained enthusiasm by the Chronicle: "THE CAUSE OF THE 
PEOPLE HAS TRIUMPHED . . . how sublime the spectacle' how glorious 
the result!"*'*' The Herald described the prospect of the B ill being passed
. 2
as "a revolution far m ore glorious than that of 1688"* . In a m ore studied  
examination of events, the Chronicle drew a sim ilar  parallel:
"The la st week has been one of greater importance 
to the English nation than any which has occurred  
since the Revolution of 1688 - for, through the 
patriotism  of the King and the firm ness of his 
M inisters, the long usurped rights of the people are 
about to be restored to them - in one word, THE 
BILL IS SA FE."*3
The Herald started to look forward to a new era of better government
under a Reformed Parliam ent. The paper anticipated the burden of the
National Debt being alleviated, and even the prevention of future wars
. ■ 4 ,
"against the lib erties and happiness of nations". * Such was the euphoria
and expectations aroused by the imminent passage of Reform. The only
warning note was sounded by the Chronicle at the end of an article
entitled "The People's Triumph"* . It suggested that perhaps too much
was being anticipat ed from the effects of R eform . The National Debt,
for instance, could not be abolished, though it was felt that circum stances
adverse to the.agricultural in terest would be changed. On the B ill's  third
reading in the Lords, Wellington and.the great majority of tie opposition
decided to abstain. Only Twenty-two "stalwarts", including F letcher Norton,
3rd Lord Grantley, continued their opposition to the m easure. (Lord •
Onslow had always voted in favour of the B ill). With the King's assen t gained
the Chronicle did not m iss the opportunity for a final eulogy.
"There was never in the history of the world" 
proclaim ed the editorial, "an example so ennobling 
to the hopes of every other, as this triumph of 
intellectual and m oral power, achieved over gross  
stupidity and brutal force. "*6 . . . . . .
Both journals now began to consider the prospect of a general election, 
em phasising that the ultimate effects of Reform would depend upon the
*1 Ibid 22nd May.
*2 Herald 2 5th May.
*3 Chronicle 29th May.
*4 Herald 2nd June.
*5 Chronicle 5th June.
*6 . Chronicle 12th June.
electors and their chosen representatives. Though Parliam ent was 
not prorogued until 16th October, the build up to the West Surrey election  
started at the beginning of August. Denison, a reform er and one of the 
County's representatives since 1818, was assured of election, particularly  
as Surrey was now divided into two parts with four MP s . .The 
announcement of his candidacy alluded to a belief in peace, retrenchment 
and reform.*'*' E arlier in the month a m eeting at Guildford had unanimously 
resolved to invite George Holme Sumner to become a candidate. Expressing  
his gratitude for such a compliment Sumner said,
"It has long been my earnest wish, and latterly my 
determined resolution, to retire from public life  . . .  
but in tim es like these I am free to confess, that 
there is  a paramount duty im posed on every man who 
loves his country, to stand forward, to uphold its  
institutions and preserve the Integrity of its 
C onstitution ... and a lso  to promote the agricultural 
in terests of the county. "*2
3  ‘
A song in favour of Sumner, * gave one view of his candidature; it
began:-
"At the Shire Hall of Guildford, a place of ancient fam e,
To choose two R epresentatives our Rights for to maintain,
Then stand for Colonel Sumner he's a Man of high degree 
H e'll protect the landed Interest and fight for Liberty.
Chorus:
Then vote for Colonel Sumner and cheer him three tim es three,
He'll save the landed in terest, and restore P ro sp er ity ." •
The underlining theme that England's prosperity depended on agriculture, 
was reiterated by Sumrter h im self. In denying rumours that he was 
resigning before the Election he explained:
"I have been called forward (unwillingly, I confess) 
to represent you on Conservative princip les, to 
protect Agriculture and with it every Interest of 
Commerce and Manufacture dependent on, but 
indissolubly, bound up with it . . .  This . . .  I shall 
do . . ." * 4
*1 Ibid 28th August.
*2 Open letter  to Guildford m eeting from Sumner dated August 6th
1832. G3205 G.M.
*3 Handbill G3295 GM.
*4 P oster  12th September, G3200 GM.
The campaign led  a Surrey freeholder to accuse the Tories of acting under
false pretences - of projecting Sumner as a candidate for the agricultural
1
in terest instead of for the Tory party.* On the basis of his pro-agricultural
and anti-free trade stance, Sumner had apparently been su ccessfu l in
gaining support. Other e lectors, however, w ere dismayed at his Tory
princip les, especia lly  as there was no second liberal candidate. In these
circum stances John Leech of Lea, "a staunch reform er of 40 years standing"*
was persuaded to contest the election. Leech h im self felt:
"bigoted to no party, yet warmly attached to an 
administration Which has so strongly m anifested  
a desire to leg isla te  for the real in terests of the 
nation. "*3
A letter  in the Herald claim ed that prior to L eech's candidature only seventy-
six out of two hundred electors in a parish in the Godley Hundred had
• 4bothered to reg ister  .* Though som e objected to paying a shilling
registration fee , the m ajority had sim ply been indifferent because of the
lack of choice in candidates. This sam e correspondent a lso  alleged that
once the l is t  of registered  voters had been published, letters were received
by tradesm en from custom ers requesting their votes for Sumner, whilst
farm ers were informed that they would be ruined if they did not vote for him
as w ell. But when a petition for Sumner was touted round by a clergym an,
m agistrate and then two farm ers, only fifteen signatures were obtained. . In
contrast, when Denison and Leech canvassed the area, Leech received  f  orty-
5
eight firm  prom ises of vo tes .*
A w riter to the Chronicle pointed out that although Leech and Sumner were  
the sam e age, the form er had no parliam entary experience, whereas the - 
la tter  had first entered the Commons alm ost fifty years before.' Even 
reform ers were supporting Sumner it was contended, because they wanted 
"an.honest and able man to represent their in terests" . The w riter signed  
him self "an independent Surrey freeholder and no Cobbettite".* The 
im plication that Leech was a radical and a Cobbettite was echoed in Tory 
election propaganda. (See Fig. 7).
*1 Chronicle 28th August.
*2 Ibid. Leech owned land in the Godalming area and was a friend of
Denison whom he had proposed at the 1830 contest.
*3 Ibid 25th September.
*4 Herald 15th September.
*5 Ibid
*6 Chronicle 4th September.
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whereas Leech was a lover of revolution, were both strongly refuted by 
Leech's supporters. On December 15th the Herald carried two advertisem ents 
from Surrey farm ers, em phasising that Leech was a supporter of the 
farm ers' in terests. It concluded:
"The whole property of Mr. Leech is  in land.
He is  an extensive farm er as w ell as a landowner, 
and cannot injure you without ruining h im se lf . 11
Leech's c lose connection with agriculture was reiterated in the second
advertisem ent. This one, however, was chiefly directed at those electors
who Mowing to the threats and undue influence of your landlords, intend
voting for Mr Sumner." The n ecessity  of securing the benefits of the
Reform Act were once again underlined, whilst Sumner and the Tories were
said to stand for."high Taxes, Tithes and Poor R ates. Leech took it
2upon h im self to rebut charges that he was a revolutionary . * In part his 
advertisem ent read, ... . "though I abhor and detest Revolution, I rejoice  
m ost heartily in the su ccess of the Reform B ill."  A correspondent in the 
Herald a lso  denied that Leech was a "Cobbettite", asserting that the farm er's
3
ideas were entirely in accord with those of Lord G rey.*
But of particular concern to Leech was the power of the landlords. P ressu res  
asserted  over a tenant's vote brought a protest to the H erald . "What right 
m oral or political has a landlord to expect acquiescence on such a point 
from his tenantry?" demanded the w riter. Such dictation, he felt, ran 
counter to the sp irit of the Reform Act. After the Election another 
correspondent wrote:
" I  have always been averse from the system  of ballot 
but being just returned from severa l counties and 
towns where the m ost undue influence and threats 
have been practised I am convinced that all the good 
effects of the Reform Bill w ill be lo st if this addition to 
it, is  not speedily adopted. The power of voting given 
to the tenantry has very much increased  the necessity  
of this m easu re . "
*1' Herald Decem ber 15th.
.*2 Advertisem ent Chronicle 30th October.
*3 Herald 15th September.
Yet the strength of the landed interest purportedly in favour of Sumner, 
was insufficient to carry him to victory . Denison gained one thousand five  
hundred and eleven v o te s ,. Leech one.-thousand four hundred and thirty, 
whilst Sumner trailed with one thousand one hundred and ninty-four. The 
la tter 's position as sole conservative candidate was reflected in the eight 
hundred plumpers cast for him . In defeating Sumner, Leech was helped 
by the m ore radical elem ents in West Surrey . Evidently this aid was 
fairly substantial, because Leech did not have to m eet any expenses out'of 
his own pocket. In ar notice thanking the electors for their support, he 
declared:
"To be returned to Parliam ent by so large and 
enlightened a constituency without the sm allest 
personal expense , *2 and without the aid of any 
influence except such as originated in political 
consistency and in tegrity , I consider the highest 
honour to be conferred on a man."
Thus the election of two Whigs demonstrated the widespread support for 
the Reform Act in West Surrey. Though Sumner seem s to have been 
relatively  su ccessfu l in his tactic of directing attention away from the Reform  
issu e  to that of agriculture, he was nonetheless defeated. In line with the 
West Surrey resu lt, an editorial in the Chronicle, em phasised the strength  
to the Reform interest in the new Parliam ent. It proclaimed:
"Toryism is  from this hour forward a nonentity.
Whatever the Conservatives may be able to do 
must be attempted in a different tone and upon a 
different sca le  from the old dominating party 
whose reign is  at an end for ever ’."*3
Had the editor paused to look at the Guildford constituency, however, 
he would have found at lea st one area in West Surrey where Toryism  
was ali ve and w ell, and indeed , apparently virtually unscathed.
*1 Chronicle 25th December. No poll books survive to cast light
on voting patterns.
*2- My Em phasis,Chronicle 1st January 1833.
* 3 Chronicle 15th January. •
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c) The 1832 Guildford Election
At the close of the century, John Mason, a Conservative Mayor of
Guildford reflected on the events of 1832:
"Few can rea lise  the consternation which the passage  
of the B ill produced among those opposed to it in the 
town. One had abundant opportunity for hearing the 
desolation and ruin predicted from the passing of this 
measure. It was with reluctance that the lumps of 
clay were prepared in which to place the candles for 
the lighting up of our windows, as a general illumination 
was decreed in honour of the event. It was the fear  
of having our windows sm ashed that inclined us to go 
with the stream ." *!
The order for an illumination was, in fact, com pletely unofficial. The
unauthorised handbill prompted a counter-decree from the Corporation.
Joseph Hockley, Town Clerk, requested all persons to abstain from
illuminating, under the threat of a £5 penalty for anyone who lighted candles.*
But as M ason's recollections indicate, the Corporation's order was ignored
and nobody was apparently prosecuted.
The Reform Act extended Guildford's borough boundary to encompass Stoke 
Parish on the north side of the town. The population within the Borough 
consequently increased by alm ost a third from three thousand seven hundred 
and forty-three to four thousand eight hundred and th irty-three. With the 
extension of the franchise as w ell, the number of e lectors virtually doubled. 
The social composition of the electorate, however, was not radically  
altered by Reform. Middle and working c la ss  voters m arginally increased  , 
as the proportion of the electorate, at the expense of the upper c la s se s .
*1 M em ories, J. Mason, Guildford 1897.
*2 Green: Sidelights on Guildford's H istory p . 2 .
TABLE 34:The Guildford E lectorate Before & After Reform
C lass 1
Gentlemen
Higher P rofession s
Capitalists and the Rich
Class 2
All P rofessions  
Subprofessions 
Moderately Wealthy
C lass 3 
R etailers
Petty Entrepreneurs
C lass 4
Craftsmen
C lerical
C lass 5 
Labour
Occupational Class 
1831 1832
9
13
27
48
10
30
46
Social ,,C la ssM'
1831 1832
20
29
11
36
17
26
15
36
Guildford's first contest under the new franchise at the end of 1832, seem s
to have generated little  in terest, either inside or outside the town. Only two
pieces of election propaganda rem ain, ** whilst the County Chronicle and
Herald m erely mention the outcome of the contest. The Election resulted
in a defeat for the Reform er Charles Norton. Jam es Mangles repeated his
1831 triumph, leading the poll with, two hundred and thirty-nine votes . The
Tory Charles Baring Wall regained the seat he had lost in the previous year,
comfortably beating Norton by one hundred and eighty votes to one hundred and
thirty eight. This was no mean achievem ent, in that Wall does not seem  to
have tried to disguise his preference for the old order of representation. A
verse  in favour of his candidature called upon the electorate to "stand true
, ,  2
to England as she w as.*  Otherwise Wall made the usual vague appeals 
to such emotive forces as patriotism  and "liberty".
*1 Since a great deal of m aterial survives for both 1830 and 1835, it
appears likely that few electoral tracts were issued  in 18 32.
*2 Squibs op cit C. P .L .
’’Vote then for W all, if L iberty's your aim  
Let him throughout your whole attention claim  
At once the Patriot and the Poor Man's friends 
He won't forsake you for a private end. r,* l
Compared with his opponents, Wall gained m ost support from the 
p rofessions. Except for the few workers polled, they were the only 
group not to favour Mangles . The conservatism  of the professions was 
also em phasised by the exceptionally sm all number of votes they cast 
for Norton. The m ost liberally inclined c la ss  were the reta ilers and 
businessm en, the only group to support both Mangles and Norton in 
preference to Wall.
Table 35 : Voting by Occupational & Social Class in 1832 (Percentages)
Class 1
Gentlemen
Higher P rofessions
Capitalists and the Rich
C lass 2
All P rofessions  
Subprofessions 
Moderately Wealthy
C lass 3 
R etailers
Petty Entrepreneurs
C lass 4
Craftsmen
C lerical
C lass 5 
Labour
Occupational Class 
Wall Norton Mangles
27 29 44
52
27
33
50
28
2 5
19
40
45
42
31
_  . ,  n _ . ,  iiSocial C lass .
Wall Norton Mangles
34 24 42
34
25
12
50
24
2 9
24
19
42
46
44
31
Compared with the 1830 situation where he had been the only Whig candidate, 
Norton's 1832 vote was hard hit by Mangles' candidature. The la tter , 
as a moderate Whig, could attract m ore cross-party  votes than Norton. 
Consequently, the 54 Conservative e lectors who had voted for both Tory 
candidates in 1830, split forty-four to ten in Mangles' favour. S im ilarly
*1 Ibid
M angles poached Norton's votes from amongst those who had voted across  
party lin es in 1830. Thus fifty such electors divided twenty-eight to 
twenty-two against Norton. It is  interesting to note how Norton fared  
in comparison with Wall - the only other candidate to contest the two elections 
of 1830 and 1832. Whereas seventy-nine percent of Walls supporters from  
1830 continued to support him in 1832, only forty-nine percent of Norton's 
did the sam e for him . It was not that the Tory electors who voted for Wall 
followed him blindly. Indeed over the three contests of 1830, 1831. and 1832, 
Norton enjoyed a m arginally greater degree of support than did W all. (Of 
those voting for Wall in 1832, forty-one percent also supported him in both 
1830 and 1831 - whereas the figure for Norton was forty-five percent).
It was sim ply that in 1832, Mangles exercised  a wider appeal than did Norton.
Table 36 : Norton's Vote in 1830, 1831 and 1832
1830
N-w 48
N -s  9
N 3 — 
Key N
1831
N-w 16
N-m  15
N 1 
w -s 1 
m - s 1 • 
w 1 
m -w  1
I— Abs 3 
Abs 2
m -s  4
N-m  1 
L N -s  1
-  N  2
M =
Norton ,tJ,, . S 
Mangles ^  W
Sumner
Wall
18 32
‘N-w 6 
■ N-m  1 
-w 4 
-m-w 5
N-m  10 
-N-w 
■N
•m-w 
. ?
Abs 
w
m -w  
w
m -w
— N-w  
~ m -w
£
■c
Tory
N -m
m -w
M
m -w
m -w
N
N-m
?
Abs Abstained  
not in poll book
Table 37:W all's Vote in 1830, 1831, and 1832
1830
(117 votes)
W -s
- W - s
— m -s
m -n
m
1831
W -  26
1832
' W-m
- W
- W-n 
_ Abs
~ W-m
- W
- m -n
- m
- Abs
-  m -n
— W-n 
_ W-m
” W-m
— W
_  m
W-m
-  W-n 
Abs
m -n  
W-m
W 1 W W-m
W-m 16
W-n 
W 
— W-m  
_  m -n
W-n 48
-m -n
w -s
W-m
W
m -s
n
LAbs
15
— m -n  
-W -m  
W-n
l _ n
-W
W-m
W
W-m
Abs
“ W-m
-W -n
Key / M 
n
= Mangles 
= Norton Whig
Sumners
W = Wall . Tory Abs =
15
6
1
3
14
1
1
1
2
4 
1 
1
1
1
1
3 
1 
1
2
1
1
6
4
5 
1
10
2
1
Abstained
After the contest Wall felt obliged to refute charges that he had been guilty
of bribery. Evidently his opponents considered that his nursing Of the
Borough near to the contest had been so excessive  as to constitute corruption.
Wall h im self suggested that charges of corruption were "easily m ade".*V
He referred to Guildford's "well known character and principles" as defence
enough against such "unsubstantiated and uncalled for” allegations. But
significantly he added "Any encouragement I can afford to your trade, any
r e lie f  I can give to your poor, may be called bribery by our opponents, if 
„ 2
they so p lease * . Nonetheless Charles Norton could hardly attribute his
defeat to these practices when Lord Grantley a lso  indulged in such nursing
of the town. M oreover a Norton victory would have brought with it the
prospect of a fete to celebrate the event, as had occurred the sum m er before.
Charles Norton's election su ccess on that occasion had resulted in a day of
3
entertainment for over seven hundred inhabitants of Guildford.* They were 
conveyed to Wonersh from the town by barges provided by Lord Grantley, each 
boat being complete with a band of m usicians. On arrival there was a dish 
consisting of "every delicacy of the season" awaiting them, whilst dancing and 
fireworks concluded the fete.
But if the townspeople could not look forward to a day out at the Norton's
expense, voters for Mangles at lea st, had a treat in store. Mangles celebrated
his return by entertaining supporters at the White Hart and White Lion Inns.
Not many attended, however, because he "kindly granted the m eans to those
voters who chose to accept it, of enjoying the entertainment at home with
4
their respective fam ilies. "* In view of the provisions offered to those  
staying at home, it is  hardly surprising that many accepted this alternative.
5 •
Mangles issu ed  "Dinner Tickets"* which were exchanged by his agent George
Sm allpiece (a lawyer) for
"Twelve pounds of beef 
One gallon of strong beer 
Two quartern loaves 
Three and a half pounds of flour 
Two pounds of suet 
Two pounds of raisins 
One pound of currants 
Two bottles of wine, port or sherry"
*1 P oster  thanking electors for their support dated 12th Decem ber 1832
(S .A .S  PF/G FD /99)
*2 Ibid _
*3 Herald June 4th 1831.
.*4 Herald February 2nd 1833.
*5 Ticket G. L.
In addition to corruption; Wall a lso  touched on the question of pledges in 
his post election address. Though out the country the radicals demanded 
pledges from candidates, a policy the conservatives in particular, opposed.*'*' 
Justifying his own objections to pledges, Wall said:
'‘it has been my pride to find in the intercourse I have lately  
had with you, that your opinions and mine are in unison on 
all essential points. l ean claim , in the str ictest sen se, 
that I am now your REPRESENTIVE; and why should there 
be P ledged when we think, and reason, and would act 
alike. *2
The General E lection resulted in a large majority for the Whigs. New 
voters the Annual R egister asserted  "could not refuse their votes to the 
men who had given them the right of voting".* Yet this was only partially  
true as far as Guildford was concerned. The new electors did cast relatively  
m ore votes for the L iberals and le s s  for the Conservatives than did the old 
electorate in 1832. But significantly, the newly enfranchised gave m ore 
votes to Wall, who had always opposed Reform, than to Norton (see  Table 
below)
Table 38: Voting at the 1832 Borough Election
Cross -Votes Tory Whig Wall Mangles Norton
"New" E lectors 
N = 156
46% 8% 46% 30% 45% 25%
"Old" Electors 
N = 147
54% 13% 33% 37% 39% 24%
The Annual R egister a lso  expressed surprise at the number of seats the 
Tories managed to carry. If Guildford is  in any way typical of the boroughs 
that returned Tory M Ps, then the explanation hinges on two facts: the 
composition of the reform ed electorate, as well as the voting behaviour of the 
new electors, were not as radically different from the patterns under the
old system  as m ost contem poraries had predicted. Locally, the election
also  served to underline the unique nature of the 1831 contest, when the 
Tories had lo st both Guildford seats. In retrospect this latter result did 
not represent the start of a new era of Liberal dominance in local p o litic s ,
*1 Annual R egister for 1832 Vol 14 p. 299. The Journal called  the 
radicals, *'the apostles of pledges".
*2 P oster  Decem ber 12th 1832 op cit.
*3 Annual R egister Vol 74 1832, p. 301.
but sim ply the determination of the electorate to safeguard the Reform  
Bill at all co sts . From this viewpoint 1832 marked a return to something 
m ore like normal electoral behaviour by the town's voters after the unique 
situation of the previous year.
d) The Municipal Reform Act
The Municipal Corporation Act was fittingly described by one of its  
architects as the "post-script to the Reform Bills".*^ It represented a 
natural compleme nt of the 1832 Act, in that the demand for reform of the 
closed corporations had figured prominently among the objectives of many 
local reform ers in the early 1830's. For instance, The Chronicle had 
justified political changes by contending that:
"the public voice has been too much excluded in every  
essentia l point from a superintendance of public affa irs.
The King and the House of Lords are w isely  hereditary.
But the latter has been able to nominate a m ajority of the 
House of Commons; while the King nominates the Lord 
Lieutenants, Sheriffs and Justices of the County. P arish es  
are getting into the hands of se lec t v e str ie s , or petty 
oligarchies; while the c ities and boroughs are generally  
ruled by a knot of se lf-e lec ted  rotten M agistrates sold  
to som e A ristocrat for Court patronage. Where then has 
the Public Voice, in the present constitution of things, 
an opportunity of expressing itse lf?  "*2
Subsequently over seven hundred old corporations were dissolved and their
property, debts and powers were transferred to sevenhundred and seventy-
nine municipal councils, elected by ratepaying householders of three years'
standing. Creevy was one commentator who thought that such a m easure
3would mean government of d issen ters.*  The drawing up of voting l is ts  
was done so rapidly that the first elections were held within three months of 
t he act becoming law. These contests, Halevy considered, amounted to a 
socia l and religious revolution, with the clients of the nobility being replaced by 
merchants and shopkeepers, and with dissenters strongly represented
on all the new councils, nonconformists were som etim es actually in the
. ,  ,4 'm ajority. * '
The experience of Guildford, however, suggests that the view s of Creevy 
and Halevy are by no means universally valid, for in this town at lea st  
Municipal Reform only served to re-inforce the Tory-Anglican dominance
*1 Joseph P arkes, Secretary of the C om m ission, quoted by Briggs op
cit-p. 276.
*2 Chronicle 26th April 1831.
*3 Quoted by Woodward op cit p. 442.
*4 Halevy op cit Vol III p. 215.
of the Corporation. In 1835 there were nine L iberals including two non­
conform ists among the thirty-nine m em bers of the Corporation.*'*" Out of
the sixteen officials elected at the end of the year for the first tim e, no
2D issenters and just three L iberals survived.* M oreover, the number of 
reta ilers on the Council was significantly reduced. Out of seven butchers 
and grocers, for instance, only one remained. Between 1800 and 1835, .the 
only Whig to becom e Mayor was Charles Booker in 1813, 1822 and 1831.
He owed his su ccess to his fam ily's constant support for the Onslow-Norton 
in terests. In the following fifty years only two L iberals were to occupy 
the position. Henry Peak, an architect who, as Borough Surveyor, first  
became a mem ber of the Corporation in 1864, was quick to appreciate the 
situation when he moved to the town in 1851. "I had only, been a very short 
time in Guildford," he wrote, "when I learned that to be respectable or 
prosperous, or in fact to be anybody at all, one needs to be Conservative - 
or Tory as then m ore properly named - and I soon discovered that the ruling 
powers of the town were alm ost entirely that way. Indeed the Corporation 
was a body recuited exclusively  from one sideV*
*1 Two other L iberals may have been D issenters according to an illu sio n  
in a letter  to the Standard (on 29th January 1837) about the Pcyle 
Charity T rustees. But their names never appeared on any surviving  
Nonconformist document in Guildford, one of the men, Edmund 
N icholls, was also elected to the new Council.
*2 The term s "Liberal" and "Conservative" are as defined by the
individual's own description of them selves, reinforced by the 
community's acceptance of that label.
*3 Henry Peak: R ecollections and A ctivities as Mayor Of Guildford
Book E Ch. XX p. 401. G .L . In manuscript form, these 16 volum es 
were written by Peak at the turn of the 19th Century, in the la tter  
years of his life . Though a personal record, his m em oirs form  
a valuable source of information about the town's p o litics.
(Peak became Mayor in 1899. He was a Liberal and an Anglican).
-L C H J J H J  <-><J ■ ^  U .p c L  L -U J l lc L X  X X l l d J L J '  0 X 0  U 1 C  W 1 U  c l l l U  1\  t ? W  V_, O  r p  O r a i l O n
Old Corporation New Council
24% P rofession s 40%
2 Attorneys
3 Bankers 
Surgeon•
Auctioneer
M aster of the Hospital 
Organist (Musician)
16% Petty Entrepreneurs 13%
Coal Merchant Coal Merchant
3 Com Dealers Corn Dealer
Builder 
Innkeeper
27% R etailers 20%
Butcher 
Ironmongers 
Draper
33% Craftsmen 27%
Brewer 
Carpenter 
Currier 
M altster
At the first elections for the new Council there were few adm inistrative  
issu es  involved. Following the controversies surrounding Corporation affairs 
at the turn of the Century the 1820's saw no contention over the town's 
adm inistration. Only one complaint was laid before the com m ission of 
enquiry whilst they were in Guildford and that was m erely concerned with 
one individual's objection to the amount of money required to "fine out” of 
the office of bailiff. Consequently the election was fought on traditional
3 Brewers 
Carpenter 
Currier  
M altster  
Gunmaker 
Painter  
Sadler 
Smith 
T ailor  
Upholsterer
3 Butchers
2 Ironmongers 
Draper
4 Grocers
2 Attorneys
3 Bankers 
Surgeon
*1 Report on Municipal Corporations 1833 p. 2876.
party lin es , though the Whigs, in the face of the Tory ascendancy, attempted
to promote a contest divorced from party p o litics. To further this aim ,
the town's L iberals held a se r ie s  of m eetings, in itially prompted by.the
Tory's action of putting forward twelve conservatives for the newly created
Council. Several B u rgesses, who all happened to be Whigs, agreed that:
"the choice of the Council should be in the uninfluenced 
FREE and INDEPENDENT VOTES of the B urgesses at 
large and riot be confined to the PRIVATE NOMINATION 
of any private party however wealthy, influential or 
ARISTOCRATIC. "*1
The L iberals thus called upon townspeople to se lect representatives on a
non-party b asis, according to ability to serve the community.
To promote the objective of preventing "political bias" and "private 
nomination" a m eeting took place on 15th Decem ber. According to the Whigs' 
poster, it was "numerously attended", though a contemporary has inserted  
after this claim , "viz 40".* It was agreed, however, that every Burgess 
had the right to se lec t the names of prospective councillors for h im self, 
and consequently voters were called upon to nominate up to twelve candidates 
each. At a subsequent gathering, to which all were invited who agreed "that 
no Private P olitical Party has a right to govern this Town exclusively" , 
fifty-two names were put forward. They included all the nine liberal
m em bers of the old Corporation, with som e ten Dissenters in a ll, plus
3 .
seven C onservatives.*  On 23rd Decem ber a ballot was held to reduce the
fifty-two nominations to tw elve. All nine Liberal m em bers of the Corporation
were chosen. Five of the dozen se lected , were Nonconform ists. A l is t  of
the su ccessfu l contestants was printed and sent to every Burgess with a
4recommendation for their support.*
Meanwhile the Tories had held their own m eeting at the White Hart Inn on 
22nd Decem ber. Twelve individuals were proposed for the Council, all 
m em bers of the Corporation, and were "respectfully recommended (without 
any attempt at dictation)" to the B urgesses at large .*  A squib was even 
forthcoming in support of the Conservative cause. Entitled a "Christmas
*1 P oster  dated 9th December 1835. P F /G F D /157.
*2 P oster P F /G F D /158. S. A .S .
*3 P oster  dated 19th December. P F /G F D /159 . S. A. S. It lis ted  the 52
individuals nominated in alphabetical order.
*4 P oster P F /G F D /161. S .A .S .
*5 P oster  P F /G F D /160 . S .A .S .
Carol" it ran:
"Christmas is  coming, the River is  frozen,
H ere's health to the Radical B arg-asses dozen,
Let us hope while we drink to the health of these men,
A barge bound in the ice  is  no emblem of them,
But if manned by a crew half as ignorant as they,
If she sticks in the mud in God's name let her stay,
When F ilm er is  Captain and Finnimore Mate,
And M ills who they've only enlisted of la te,
Takes the rudder to steer  them thro' good and evil,
The chance is  the v e sse l w ill go to the devil,
Uprouse ye! Ye Tories everyman at his post,
Make Freedom your watchword and union your beast,
Let the Orange and Purples be nailed to the m ast,
To cheer your twelve captains to victory's blast**1
The old Corporation ceased to exist on Christm as Day 1835. The election,
on the following day, resulted in the return of nine Conservatives and only
three L iberals. Of the successfu l L iberals, the Tory Standard commended,
"though usually considered to belong to the other party, they are of such
2
respectability that no objection is  felt on that score . "* None was apparently 
a D issenter. The highest placed Nonconformist was E .D . F ilm er in fourteenth 
position. It is  interesting that although he had come top of the L iberals own 
poll, the ratepayers at large placed him in fifth position relative to his 
party colleagues. Amongst the new Councillors only John Sm allpiece, 
form erly County Treasurer, had not been a member of the Old Corporation. 
With their decisive majority the Tories were also able to e lect the Mayor 
and Aldermen of their choice. At the first Cbuncil m eeting on 31st Decem ber 
1835, John Sm allpiece was chosen as Mayor. Along with Joseph Hay don 
from -the Council, Sm allpiece was a lso  selected  to be an Alderman for a three  
year term . The 1835 Act also  enabled A lderm en to be appointed for a 
six  year term  in office. E lected for this period were the town's two leading  
T ories, W illiam Sparkes and Jam es Stedman.' The creation of Aldermen 
left two vacancies in the Council. The Tories nominated Weale and Taunton, 
who had both narrowly m issed  being elected on Boxing Day. The L iberals 
put forward two of the previously unsuccessful D issen ters, F ilm er  and F oster; 
but they were again defeated at the election on 8th January, gaining only one 
■ hundred and twenty-three and one hundred and eleven votes resp ectively , to 
Weale and Taunton's one hundred and ninety-one and one hundred and eighty-
eight. F inally, the Council's personnel was completed with the confirm ation
*1 ” Hand-written verse  P F /G F D /162 . S. A .S .
*2 Standard 2nd January 1836.
of Lord Grantley as High Steward, Joseph Hockley as Town Clerk, and 
John Rand as T reasurer. In addition an Auditor and A ssesso r  were 
elected, together with a Chief Constable and four men.
At its  inception, the Council had only a lim ited  annual incom e, the largest  
sum being £100 from market to lls , an amount which did not even cover the 
interest payments on the town's debts. A substantial sum was also  needed 
for the payment of sa la r ies , including £150 for the Town Clerk, and for  
the cost of policing the Borough. With a potential deficit of £251, the 
Council, using the powers granted it under the 1835 Act, authorised the 
levying of a 6d (2-§-p) rate. *^
In accordance with the legislation  requiring one third of the Councillors to
be elected each year, the four Conservatives who received the lea st votes
of the successfu l candidates in 1835, stood for re-election  on 1st Novem ber 
21836.* They were opposed by Lockwood, F oster  and F ilm er  again, along 
with another Radical, George Austen. John Lockwood alone of the L iberals  
managed to gain his election. John P alm er, William Slater and William King 
were all re-e lected . From 1837 onwards, the Conservative dominance of 
local a ffa irs which the 1835 Act had Only served to confirm , continued 
unabated. The L iberals were unable to increase their share of the 
representation on the Council at the succeeding annual contests. C asteels  
Cooper, the only Tory nominee not to win a place on the Council during the
3
first elections, duly succeeded in his purpose, in November 1838.*
William Elkins and John Leggatt were re-e lected  whilst a fourth Conservative 
Jam es Crooke, became a Councillor for the first tim e. Again in 1839and 1840-1 
the Tories gained a clean sweep at each year's contest. In 1841 the 
Standard accused the Whigs of bribery when canvassing the "back slu m s'1.*^
The L iberals do seem  to have made a special effort in 1841 to break the 
Conservative stranglehold, prom ising a drastic reduction in the Borough 
rate if  they were su ccessfu l. The Tories reacted by distributing a hand-bill 
which blamed the Whigs for the existence of the rate in the first place
*1 Council Minutes 1st January 1836 and 3rd January 1837.
*2 Council Minutes 3rd November 1836 .
*3 Ibid 1st November 1838.
*4 Standard 6th November 1841.
and which attempted to demonstrate how the total of £943 /5 /2  (£943. 26) 
spent during the financial year 1839-1840 was essentia l expenditure.*'*’
But despite their exertions in attempting to get a ll their supporters to the 
poll, the L iberals made no im pression on the Tory's m ajority. B. K. 
Finnimore once m ore failed to regain the place in the Corporation that he 
had lo st with the 1835 changes, finishing 8 votes behind the fourth placed 
Conservative, two hundred and seven votes to one hundred and ninety-nine.
Radicals throughout the country had objected to the old corporations partly
because funds and charities controlled by these bodies had been used at
Parliam entary elections in the furtherance of party in terest. Such
corruption had worked more in the Tory's favour since the borough
2oligarchies were norm ally Tory.in sympathy.* The Guildford Corporation, 
however, had apparently not been guilty of misappropriating m onies within
3
its charge in the years im m ediately prior to 1835.* But at the end of 1838
the Conservatives them selves raised  the charge that the town's local
charitable trust was being abused in a broadsheet about "the partial and
corrupt application of the Poyle CharityV*^ Thanks to the appointments
confirmed by the L o tjl Chancellor, the radicals formed the m ajority of the
Fund's Trustees after 1835 with eight of the fifteen m em bers being lib erals  
5and D issen ters.*  At a m eeting on 23rd January 1837, B. K. Finnim ore was
elected Chairman "notwithstanding the presence of the m ayor, rector,
and other older inhabitants", as the Standard complained. M oreover Edward
6 • *
Vincent, a clerk in the so licitors office of Joseph Hockley, * was elected  
as secretary  to the Trustees over the head of his employer who had been
*1 Posted entitled The Borough Rate dated 30th October 1841. Squibs
CPL (The L iberals' campaign did have an apparent effect, for at the 
Council m eeting of 9th November, the T reasurer's salary was reduced 
from £25 to £20; the B ailiff's from £15 to £5; whilst the Town Clerk 
voluntarily took a cut in salary from £150 to £60.)
*2 Woodward op cit p. 441.
*3 Up to the Municipal Reform Act, the Mayor and Approved Men had
been responsible for distributing the Poyle Charity money . The 
trustees had the sole power to le t  the various properties belonging to 
the Charity, but then paid the rents to the old Corporation. (Manning 
and Bray op cit p. 19).
*4 Broadsheet dated 12th December 1838. CPL.
*5 P oster dated 23rd January 1837, CPL.
*6 Hockley was Town Clerk and agent for Lord Grantley,
nominated by the C onservatives. Finally, in another vote, a third L iberal 
Frederick M angles, was appointed treasurer. "The whole proceedings 
of the W hig-Radical m ajority of the charity d ispensers,"  observed the 
Standard, "were purely (or impurely) political" .*  The Conservatives' 
tract em phasised how the founder of the Charity had directed that it should 
"be distributed among the Poor of Guildford with an even hand, " and how 
three old inhabitants of the town not in receipt of help, were particularly  
deserving cases because of old age and infirm ity. Their sad plight was then 
contrasted with som e of the Trust's beneficiaries. Amongst others, two 
examples of political bias were picked out. Thomas Oughton; a Baptist 
preacher and shopkeeper in the High Street, was one person who received  
aid, even though he had only come to the town "a few years" previously. For  
the Tory cr itic s , it was significant that he had a vote at parliam entary  
elections and had cast it in favour of the radical candidates at the town's 
la st two con tests . Sim ilarly, Thomas T iller  a carpenter with an allegedly  
"respectable life  annuity", was also a £10 householder and radical supporter 
who was granted money from the Charity. M oreover, the C onservatives claim ed  
that three of their supporters were no longer going to be helped by the Trust,
because of their votes for the T o r ies . Richard Keene , Joseph S ilvester  -----
and John Sutcliffe, had been wrongly included amongst the lis t  of B urgesses  
for the 1838 Municipal Election, since the 1835 Act had barred any householder 
from the franchise who received any parochial re lie f or charitable allowance.
But when no objections were made to their inclusion on the annual l is t  which 
the overseers had drawn up, the three men cast votes for the Tory councillors. 
This resulted in the radical majority of the Charity's T rustees deciding 
that the three individuals in question should no longer receive Poyle Charity .
As the writer said , the men had not actively sought their franchise and the 
onus was on the Trustees them selves to object to the names of charity  
recipients remaining on the lis t  of B u rgesses.
"The im partial answer and opinion must be,"  the tract 
concluded, "that it is  a gross political schem e of the
Radical T rustees, to employ the charity for the corrupt -
support of the fallen Radical Interest in the Borough,
*1 Standard 29th January,
banishing from their minds all sense of justice in 
the discharge of their office. "*1
With the charity placed outside the Council's control, it was ironic that a
case of such dubious practice should have occurred so soon after the passage
of the 1835 B ill, though arguably the m easure itse lf  was conceived more as
the logical sequence to the 1832 Act than as a means of inaugurating civic
•reform .
But if the L iberals manipulated the Charity Trust in their own favour, they
had grounds of their own for expressing "considerable dissatisfaction" with
2the conduct of the 1845 election .*  In what was described by the Mercury 
as "the fiercest Struggle that there has been for some years" Edward Vincent 
failed to gain election by a single vote. Because of the c lo sen ess of the 
poll, the Mayor delayed announcing the resu lt, which was norm ally declared  
one hour after voting ceased  on the Saturday, until the Monday following.
The ballot box, in p ossession  of the Town Clerk, remained unsealed over 
the weekend. Thus in 1845 and throughout the whole decade, the Conservatives' 
grip on the Town Council remained firm . Their hold was maintained despite 
the apparent lack of active help from Lord Grantley. On 5th Decem ber 1845 
Mayor Joseph Hay don and the thirteen Conservative Councillors wrote to Lord 
Grantley alleging that at several recent Municipal elections his in terest had 
been exercised  in opposition to the Tory party,in  contradiction to his declared  
political sym pathies. Grantley's agent Joseph Hockley, "positively denied" 
the allegation, asserting that he had not even "ever communicated directly or 
indirectly" with any of the Norton tenants on electioneering m a tters . * It was 
probably no coincidence that the dispute had flared up in 1845 after Edward 
Vincent, who worked in Hockley's office, had only just failed to becom e a 
Liberal m ember of the Council. On this and other occasions Hockley said he 
had "purposely abstained" from even soliciting the votes of Lord Grantley's 
tenants and called for the im plied accusations against him to be substantiated. 
Finally Hockley stressed  that of the sixteen electors who rented property 
from  the Nortons, five voted for Vincent in 1841 whilst only two voted for him 
in 1845. The controversy errupted again in August of the following year and
*1 Broadsheet op cit*
*2 Surrey M ercury 6th November 1845.
❖ 3 Letter reproduced with others as a handbill, showing the course of the
dispute between Mayor Haydon and Joseph Hockley.
ended with Hockley, in a flurry of correspondence with Mayor Haydon,
unsuccessfully attempting to get the latter either to justify his statem ents
or to ap o log ise .* ’*' Lord Grantley thus relied  on feelings of deference as
regards the way in which his tenants voted at Municipal elections. Even
had F letcher Norton been more inclined to exert greater control over
his tenants, the Conservatives could scarcely  have improved on their
party's perform ance in the local annual contests during the 1840*s. In
1840, 1841, 1843, 1845, 1846, 1848 and 1849 , all the new Councillors
elected were T o r ie s . At the intervening years 1842, 1844, and 1847,
William Lockwood, William MilLs and Edward Vincent were the su ccessfu l
Liberal candidates who just managed to prevent a Conservative clean sw eep.
Somewhat p erversely  for the Liberals then, the 1835 Municipal Corporations
Act had the effect of confirming the Tory's hold on the town's Corporation,
in that the m easure brought out, into the open the Tory-Anglican bias of the 
2Guildford voters £
*1 Ibid.
*2 Leeds Corporation, for instance, from being a Tory body exclusively  
composed of Anglicans, was transform ed by the 1835 Act into a 
council com prised of 51 L iberals and 13 Conservatives. (E. P . 
Hennock Fit and Proper P erson s : Ideal and Reality in 19th- 
Century Urban Government 1973 p. 181).
CHAPTER SEVEN
The Tory Revival in West Surrey 1835-1837
a) The 1835 West Surrey Election.
b) The 1835 Guildford Election,
e) The 1837 West Surrey Election
d) The 1837 Guildford Election.
e) The Guildford Poor Law Union.
P reface
The passing of Reform had led  to hopes in West Surrey that agriculture  
would receive m ore favourable treatment in the new Parliam ent. The lack  
of any such help resulted in a disillusionm ent with the Whigs that even 
extended to the norm ally sympathetic County Chronicle. The W higs1 
insensitiv ity  to the farm ers' p leas was perhaps the decisive factor in the 
party's lo ss  of one W est Surrey seat in 1835. Locally, the continued 
decline in popularity of the Whigs during the next two years partly arose  
from widespread detestation of the new Poor Laws. N either did the Whigs 
help them selves - the task of creating loca l constituency associations  
was pursued with greater vigour by the T ories than the W higs, The general 
upsurge in support for the T ories was also reflected  in the Guildford 
constituency where two Conservatives were returned in 1837.
a ) m e  lodo w est burrey Hiiections
Following their general election triumph at the end of 18.32, som e Whigs 
fell into the trap of over-rating the extent to which they had destroyed the 
political power of their Tory opponents. The Chronicle for one, was 
guilty of such exaggeration when it proclaim ed on 15th January 1833: 
"Toryism is  from this hour forward a nonentity". It continued more  
prophetically
"Whatever the Conservatives may be able to do must be 
attempted in a different tone and upon a different scale  
from the old dominating party whose reign is  at an end 
for e v e r '. "
Sim ilarly, when the Commons passed a counter motion to the Lords' 
censure vote on the government over its policy towards Portugal, the 
Chronicle announced:
"The Tories have again been defeated'. The Voice'of 
King and Country is  decidedly against them , and 
their influence as a political body is  annihilated for 
ev er ."*1
Such forthright statem ents as these were soon proved to be inaccurate as 
the Whig m ajority dwindled away.
Briggs names three problems as being responsible for the adm inistration's 
unexpected difficulties - Ireland, the split between Whigs and radicals, 
and the death or retreat from politics of som e of the m ost influential 
Whig lead ers.*  Yet judging from the Surrey newspapers, the government 
suffered an alm ost immediate lo ss  of support outside of Parliam ent, 
through what people regarded as its inaction in dealing with specific  
problem s in England. Whig supporters had probably allowed their hopes 
for various changes to be raised too high by the election victory of 1832. 
But this did not make their initial disappointment any ea sier . The County 
Herald complained:
"The Reformed Parliam ent has now sat two months, 
and though no assem bly ever met on which the hopes 
of a nation were m ore firm ly fixed, yet how grievously
*1 Chronicle 11th June 1833.
*2 Briggs op cit'p .269.
.i-icxo uic j. j  uccii uioci|j|juhhcu. . . .  iiul uixt; m easu re
has been adopted calculated to give re lie f to the people 
of Englandi"*l
This la st point constituted the real reason for critic ism  of the Commons'
"two u se le ss  months" - the one important m easure passed concerned
2Ireland and afforded no relief to the people of England.* The Chronicle .
looped for better things to com e, looking forward to the reform  of taxation
and the poor law s, and to the examination of trade and currency questions,
3
"which have" it contended, "proved so ruinous to the country. "* 
Disillusionm ent with the adm inistration's performance rem ained, however,
despite such achievem ents as the new Poor Law, of which the Chronicle
4 ,and Herald fully approved.* The journals commented that the Whigs
chief failure had been in not pushing forward energetically enough with
5
reform .* John Leech, West Surrey's MP, was one who campaigned
strongly for reducing the duration of Parliam ent. But motions in favour
of the ballot and triennial Parliam ents were defeated in April and July
of 1833. M oreover, the two papers felt that what legislation  was passed
6
did not do enough for agriculture.* Instead of abolishing the m alt tax as
the farm ers demanded, the Whigs ignored them and chose to gratify the
urban electorate by abolishing the House Tax. At the beginning of 1834 the
Chronicle felt that there was no problem requiring m ore urgent attention
7
than the state of agriculture.*
From 1833 through to the end of 1835, English agriculture suffered a
period of abundant harvests and d istress . After the years of relative
deficiency in corn from 1828 to 1831, wheat prices nationally began to
decline with the good crop of 1832. In Guildford, though p rices remained
above the national average, they slumped from approximately 68/ -  (£3.40)
a quarter in July 1832 to 5 1 /- (£2.55) at the tim e of the 1835 E lection.
Though the weather was not equally favourable to all produce, any in crease
in the prices of barley, oats, beans and peas was kept to a minimum by the
8superabundance of wheat.* To help the agricu lturalists, the Chronicle
*1 Herald 13th April.
*2 Chronicle 16th April.
*3 Ibid
*4 The Chronicle felt it "well suited" to the country's needs (1st July 
1824)
*5 Chronicle 2nd December.
*6 Chronicle 23rd April and 7th May.
*7 Ibid 17th Decem ber.
*8 Gayer, Rostow & Schwarz op cit p. 245.
again demanded xne aoontion or the-Malt and Hop taxes . No direct help 
for the farm ers was forthcoming, however, and when the King d ism issed  
Melbournefs m inistry in November of 1834, there was a widespread  
feeling in Surrey that the administration had been the enemy of the 
agricultural in terest.
Having lost confidencein the Whig government, William asked the Duke of
Wellington to form a m inistry. The Chronicle, which had pronounced old
Toryism  dead, was markedly reticent about commenting on the affair.*'*’
With P ee l at the head of the new government, Parliam ent was dissolved.
To make his political view s known, P ee l drew up a m anifesto addressed to
the Tamworth electorate and had it published in the p ress . It was not a
party programme but rather a statement of government policy approved by 
2
the cabinet.* Any note of reaction was entirely absent from the Manifesto:
"I consider the Reform B ill,"  he wrote, "a final and 
irrevocable settlem ent of agreat constitutional question, 
a settlem ent which no friend to the peace and welfare 
of this country would attempt to disturb'! P ee l also  
prom ised "a careful review of institutions . . .  combining 
with the firm  maintenance of established rights and the 
redress of real gr ievances."
Such sentim ents drew favourable reactions from the Chronicle and H erald.
The form er commented that the sudden dissolution of the Liberal m inistry
need not be as calamitous as people feared, whilst the latter called  on
people to lay aside their party differences and individual prejudices "in
defence of the rights and lib erties of the country". * Thus the Tamworth
Manifesto helped to bring about a shift in the attitude of the two Whig papers,
which hitherto had been com pletely behind the Liberal adm inistration. On
Grey's resignation earlier in the year, the Herald had expressed itse lf
"gratified  . . . that there is  no chance of the reins of power being transferred
4
to a Tory Cabinet. "* And as late as 2nd Decem ber, the Chronicle had
been suggesting to the farm ers that they would be far w orse off "in the
5whirlpool of Conservative Corruption".* P ee l's  Manifesto was recognised
at the tim e as an important constitutional innovation and received  w idesp read-
6 . .publicity.* The Tim es considered the document creditable to h im self
*1 Chronicle 18th November.
*2 Woodward op cit p. 95.
*3 Chronicle 23rd December; Herald 20th Decem ber.
*4 Herald 12th July.
*5 Chronicle 2nd December.
*6 The Quarterly Review , V ol’I(iii) April 1835, d iscussed  the constit­
utional im plications involved.
emu aatisiactory to tne public’'.* The Morning Chronicle, on the other
hand, regarded it as "a despicable and contemptable effusion of Party-
cunning . . . In three words it is  a 'Book of Fallacies'."* . The address was
not only reproduced by the County Chronicle and Herald but it was also
3
printed in Guildford and distributed as an election poster , * Presum ably  
such a dissem ination of the new m inistry's principles was not without 
influence on the West Surrey contest. Though no play was apparently 
made on the Manifesto as such at the local elections, declarations by 
the Conservative candidates that their princip les were in line with those  
of the government, may have enhanced their prospects of gaining support 
from amongst those Surrey farm ers who had previously voted for  reform  
but who were now d issatisfied  with the Whigs' perform ance.
Both elections at Guildford were the source of great in terest and debate.
In the country as a whoie, however, the General E lection did not ra ise
4
much in terest, in spite of the novelty of the Tamworth M anifesto.* In 
1835 there were one hundred and ninty-two contests in Britain, compared  
with two hundred and twenty-seven at the 1832 E lection. There was a 
particularly marked decrease in the number of contests for the one hundred 
and forty-four County sea ts, down thirty percent from six ty -seven  to
5
forty-seven .*  Overall, the Tories gained at least one hundred sea ts, 
reducing the Liberal m ajority to between twenty and forty.
One Tory gain occurred in West Surrey where Charles Barclay defeated 
the more radical candidate, Henry Long, by a m ere thirty-one votes.
Initially it had not been clear who would contest the E lection. Though 
Denison was certain to seek  re-election , the other Whig MP, John Leech,
had already made known his intention not to defend his seat. Consequently,
6J. H. Frankland of Eashing* announced his candidature in a poster dated 
7
6th D ecem ber.* Amongst the principles he enunciated was commuting
*1 The Tim es 19th December 1834.
*2 Morning Chronicle 19th December.
*3 The poster was entitled Declaration of his P rincip les P F /G F D / 154C SAS.
*4 Halevy talks of the election being held "in an atm osphere of unruffled
calm". Halevy op cit Vol III p. 179.
*5 Jephson op cit p. 175.
*6 Frankland was the Whig local landowner who had unsuccessfu lly
contested the 1796 Guildford election.
*7 P oster  G3213. G.M. ~
jl x u i v ^ o  e m u  k > n v i  t v i i x i i g  i , i i v /  u u x  a t x v x x  u x  jl a i  x x a m ^ i i t Q  • l i e  j ^ J -  u v ^ x a i i i i c u  l i n i i o d i
Ma staunch supporter of the Established Church" and of the farm ing in terest,
as well as of c iv il and religious liberty. The Morning Chronicle was fairly
luke-warm  towards his candidacy, describing him as "sincere and very
moderate", but prom ising very little .*^  When Leech, "in response to a
. | 2
large nuinber of requests * agreed to stand again, Frankland withdrew.
But ten days la ter , Henry Lawes Long "an independent country gentleman"
of Hampton Lodge, Seale, announced his intention to c ontest the West Surrey
seat in the event of Leech's retirem ent.*^ There was som e confusion too
over the Conservative's choice. Robert Campbell Scarlett, son of Baron
Abinger, was the first Tory to give notice of his candidature. After som e
hesitation, however, the Conservatives decided to  nominate Charles Barclay,
4
the Southwark brewer and Scarlett was persuaded to re tire .*  Barclay  
him self explained that the entreaties of "respectable electors" along with ..
"the peculiar state of the County" at that time had induced him to break
5
his resolution to retire from public l ife .*  He portrayed h im self as a 
man of "Moderate Principles" in favour of religious liberty , of commuting 
Tithes and of keeping the Corn Laws intact.
These manoeuvrings concerning the choice of candidates were sa tir ised  in
6a squib entitled the "West Surrey Races'.1* According to this sa tire  yet 
another individual who appears to have been the banker Henry Drummond, 
also canvassed for the Conservative's nomination.
"A tria l run at Guildford" (i. e. canvassing) revealed "the superiority and
difference of training". For the w riter, the condition of both Brown Stout
and Croesus (Barclay and Drummond) was "good", greatly superior to that
of the other three , whilst the "public running" of L eveller  (Long) was "little
known beyond the neighbourhood of that low and swampy town of Godalming".
After "three false starts" the trial run resulted in Brown Stout taking the
lead and maintaining it to the judges stand, with Croesus a short distance
behind him. Weathercock (Frankland) on the other hand, was urged on by his
*1 Morning Chronicle 10th December.
*2 P oster  G3214 G.M.
*3 County Chronicle 23rd Decem ber. Long was the eldest son of Edward
Beeston Long, cousin to Lord Famborough.
*4 Chronicle 16th December.
*5 P oster , G3215 G.M .
*6 P oster . G3242 G.M . -
Old John (Leech) came next, but the old horse was beaten by the pace -
"game in nature but worn out", he bolted out into the heath and lay down.
His running was described as "very inferior and unless his training is
X
improved before the great day, his fate is  alm ost certain. * This 
dam ning assessm ent of Long's chances taken with Barclay's "victory" 
points to the w riter being a Tory partisan. N onetheless, the squib indicates 
that Denison's re-election  was accepted as being a foregone conclusion once 
m ore, and em phasises the intense struggle which was developing over West 
Surrey's second seat between the L iberals and Conservatives.
The County Chronicle too , expected a "severe contest", with both parties  
2in high hopes.* The paper urged electors to use "sober judgement, rather 
than to be guided by the im pulse of party feeling" in selectin g  representatives
"who will advocate every m easure that can secure the 
purity and augment the efficiency of the Church Establishm ent 
. . . who, speaking of reform , do not mean revolution . . .  
and who will warmly support every m easure of financial 
relie f which is  consistent with the permanent in terests of 
the state, and more particularly men who will advocate 
the repeal of those taxes which p ress upon the industrious 
c la s s e s . "*3
In not advising voters to support any particular party, the journal c learly  
reflected the decline in the Whigs' prestige and the beginnings of the Tories* 
rejuvenation under P ee l's  leadership. .
In West Surrey, the Whig campaign was dogged by illn e ss . Having been 
persuaded to seek election, Leech's precarious health forced his retirem ent, 
leaving Henry Long to em erge as the second Liberal contestant. He too,
however, was not entirely free from poor health which forced him to abandon
4 ‘a personal canvass of e lecto rs.*  Ultim ately Long blamed his defeat on 
this fortnight's indisposition. The very sm all margin of thirty-one votes
*1 Two other sa tires were also published one referring to the lo s s  of 
particular h orses, "notorious bolters", and the other asking for 
candidates to come forward who would prom ise not "to Bolt until they 
have made som e speeches". ( G3417 and G3212 G .M .)
*2 Chronicle 6th January 1835.
*3 Ibid.
*4 II eraid 1 Oth January.
by which he lo st, meant that virtually any single factor could be taken as 
an explanation for Long's defeat. Yet in that he did not employ a single  
paid agent to act on his behalf,*"^ his illn ess  may have proved a greater  
handicap than might be supposed. ,
During the campaign, there were one or two indications of the su ccess  
P ee l had evidently met with in getting his Tamworth m essage across to 
the electorate at large. Long alluded to this new Conservative im age, 
projected by P ee l, when denouncing the government:
"it is  clear" he wrote "that an attempt is  being made to 
delude the country and conceal the old Tory system  
Under the flim sy mask of unreal reform" *2
As for Barclay, Long could not regard him as a "true reform er", because
• 3
he supported the T ories.*  Barclay h im self em phasised that his own
political principles were the same as those expressed by P ee l in his
; 4
letter  to the Tamworth constituents.* Knowledge of the M anifesto was
obviously such that Barclay did not feel it n ecessary  to mention these
principles at a ll. Though he believed P ee l would abide by his declarations,
Barclay undertook not to support a Tory administration which was not
conducted in the spirit of the M anifesto.. He concluded: .
"i have ever been independent and uncommitted with 
party when I had form erly a seat in Parliam ent, and 
I mean to pursue the sam e course if I be now elected. "*5
For their part, the Whigs attempted to project them selves as the only 
real reform ers . A poster for Denison and Long warned electors against 
"the Tory faction", the enem ies of freedom who had opposed all reform , 
deceived the King, and frustrated all attempts at additional changes in 
the Law, the Church and Taxation. Denison and Long, on the other hand, 
were described as: *
"staunch reform ers - the friends of the. farm er, the 
tradesman and the Poor" who would "pull together 
to rem ove your grievances. True friends to the 
Church, " said the w riter, they would not "destroy, 
but reform , renovate and save it'. Friends of the 
Constitution - King, Lords and Commons - they 
will advocate a return to short or Triennial 
P arliam ents."
*1 Ibid 31st January.
*2 Herald 10th January.
*3 Ibid.
*4 Chronicle 13th January.
*5 Ibid
m conclusion Barclay was denounced as:
"the friend, the proposer, the supporter of your discarded  
Tory m em ber, Mr. Sumner, at the la st Election - the 
avowed advocate of his princip les."
To return Barclay would be to negate the pro-reform  influence of
Denison, it was suggested.*^
Barclays supporters concentrated on gaining the votes of d issatisfied  
farm ers. One 'hand-bill, aimed at such individuals, observed that all 
three candidates called them selves "the farm er’s friend" and proceeded  
to carry out a detailed analysis of which contestant m ost deserved the
i 2agriculturists vote.*  As a consistent Whig, Denison had generally  
supported the m easures of the late government. The w riter was particularly  
scathing about the Whigs' legislation that affected farm ers. In the first  
session  the reform ed Parliam ent had repealed the duty on carts of thirty 
shillings (£1. 50) a year. It was a burden, however, which the Whigs 
them selves had reim posed after the Tories had abolished the tax. M oreover 
farm ers were now required to alter the springs on their carts, "so that", 
complained the author, "we might not indulge ourselves too much and ride 
easy."* More objectionable st ill, was the new requirement that the owner's 
name, occupation and residence had to be painted on the side of the veh icle , 
"proclaiming to everybody who should m eet us on the Road that we were 
poor degraded taxed Cart F arm ers". Denison had been in favour of the 
repeal of the House and Sheep Dog Taxes, which afforded the farm ers, "a 
few shillings relief" , but over the Malt Tax, he is  accused of putting his 
party before the farm ers and reversing his previous vote in favour of 
abolishing the duty. Finally, the Whigs are blamed for the continuation of 
sporadic incendiarism . In contrast, the Tory's record was presented in 
glowing term s: mention was made of taxes repealed to the amount of £32 
m illions between 1816 and 1830, including m ore than £13 m illions in real 
relief and benefit to farm ers through reductions in a sse sse d , malt and beer  
taxes; additionally £14 m illions saved in the property tax indirectly  
benefitted the farm ers. Barclay also had the m erit of being an active  
supporter of the Corn Laws. "But for those m easures" contended the Surrey 
farm er, "the d istress we are now suffering would have been utter ruin to us 
as a c lass" . Long, "a young man", who had no previous Parliam entary
*1 P oster  G3231 G.M . and Chronicle 6th January 1835.
*2 P oster  G3214 G. M. and Chronicle 13th January.
*3 Ibid
experience was something of an unknown quantity, difficult to a s se s s  in
relation to the agricultural in terests. Yet the w riter could foresee  no
benefits accruing to the farm er from Long's advocacy of reform , and, on
the contrary, feared that the latter would a ss is t  in any m oves to repeal
the Corn Laws. The farm er's predictable conclusion was that agriculturists
1
should vote for B arclay.*
The Whigs' policies towards agriculture were one distinct issu e  at the
E lection. In an open le tter  to William Keen, a Godalming banker and
supporter of Henry Long, George Woodroffe, a local landowner and mutal
acquaintance of both men, explained the reasons for his intention to vote
2
for the Conservatives . * For one thing, Woodroffe considered that the 
Whigs had not done enough to help the farm ers, and, through a lack of
3
firm n ess, had encouraged continued unrest amongst som e lab ou rers.*  
Woodroffe also isolated various constitutional issu es which he thought 
important. He found h im self unable to support the principle of “Men not 
M easures" and did not believe that opposition to the King's choice of m in isters  
was justified. Grey's attempt to force the King to create a large number of 
Peers,W oodroffe regarded as "highly unconstitutional", threatening 
"the destruction of that just balance between the Three E sta tes1 on which 
our Social and Constitutional L iberties depend." He also felt confident that 
any m inistry could be relied on to put the Reform Act into effect. Thus, 
though he respected Long's character and talent Woodroffe could not support 
him in.h is opposition towards "the King's chosen m inisters" .
Nominations for the West Surrey Election were made at Guildford on 
Monday 12th January. Leech, the retiring m em ber, made a particular  
plea, for the e lectors to transfer their confidence and votes to Henry Long, 
since the latter would continue his p o lic ies, t  in his address, Denison
*1 Ibid
*2 The letter  a response to Keen's canvassing for Long in.Godalming, 
was published in the Chronicle on 13th January and also  distributed  
as a handbill (P oster, G3250 G.M . ).
*3 There were still the occasional isolated  instances of incendiarism
being reported in the Chronicle and Herald in 1834 and 1835, ascribed  
as a reaction to the new Poor L aw s. (Chronicle 20th October 1835). 
Woodroffe may even have had in mind an organisation such as the 
Dorset Tolpuddle m artyrs.
doubted the claim s of the government to be reform ers, an d lis ted  the 
Whigs’ achievem ents - including the passing of the Reform Bill; the 
repeal of between £4 and £5 m illions in taxation; the decrease in government 
spending of £3 m illions; arid the abolition of slavery. Barclay, received by 
the crowd with a m ixture of cheers and h is se s , observed that it was twenty 
years since he had entered Parliam ent for the first tim e, and his principles 
remained the sam e. He did not deny that he was a Tory and supporter of 
the King and his prerogatives. He had voted for the disfranchisem ent of the 
rotten boroughs but did not agree with the extent of reform . Yet he had no 
wish to change the Act now it had become law. He would never, Barclay  
concluded, vote for either the Ballot or for Triennial P arliam ents. Henry 
Long, welcom ed by the "most deafening cheers" denounced the current 
m inistry as "rank old boroughmongers" ** He described h im self as the 
friend of D issenters and as of being in favour of Church reform ,
Triennial Parliam ents, the repeal of the Malt Tax, as well as of maintaining 
the Corn Laws to protect agriculture.
On Election day Barclay entered Guildford in a carriage drawn by six  grey
m ares, preceded by a band. More than two hundred gentlemen on horseback
followed, with carriages behind them stretching the length of the High S treet . *2
This im pressive display was vindicated by the result of the contest in which
Barclay w rested the control of one seat from the W higs, albeit by a narrow
margin. Denison topped the poll with o’ne thousand four hundred and eighty-
eight votes, followed by Barclay with o'nethousand three hundred and sixteen
votes thereby beating Long by just thirty-one votes . Supporters of the
latter - the "popular" candidate - apparently composed a m ajority of the
crowd, and their shouts prevented the newly elected m em bers from giving 
3
sp eech es.*  Through his victory, however, Barclay felt the e lectors to
have established the principle that "m inisters appointed by the King should
be judged by a fair and im partial tribunal and not to be driven from office by
M 4the interested  m otives of party .* At his celebration dinner Barclay used  
the example of his own defeat two years previously, in contrast to his 
present triumph, to demonstrate the reaction in Surrey against Reform . In
*1 Herald 17th January.
*2 Herald 24th January. -
*3 Ibid 31st January.
*4 Advertisem ents in the Herald on 24th January.
fact, he contended, his victory would have been m ore marked had not 
his friendship with various u ltra-T ories caused him to be labelled as such, 
thereby frightening off the D issenters' vot e. He went on to allege that the 
Quakers, to whom he had form erly belonged, had told him that they would 
not vote for him because he was against the. separation of Church and State.*^
At the General E lection religious m atters were only of particular significance  
in relation to constitutional issu es . In 1834 and 1835 governmental changes 
from Whig to Conservative and back again, turned on the questions of the 
Irish Church and the appropriation of its "surplus" revenue for lay purposes. 
Yet although religion was never to the fore in the local 1835 contest, B arclay's 
attachment to orthodox Tory dogma, of determination to uphold the Anglican 
Establishm ent was sufficient to alienate the Quakers. Teh known Friends in 
the Guildford and Godalming area all voted for Denison and Long . However,
judging from the few numbers of Friends in the locality , the Quakers did
2 - 
not represent a large block of vo tes .*  Of far greater significance was the
allegiance of the Nonconformist vote in general. Of fourteen Guildford
D issenters who were enfranchised for the County, thirteen votes were cast
for Denison, ten for Long and seven for Barclay. There is thus no reason
to suppose that Barclay did significantly le s s  well amongst Nonconform ists,
outside of the narrow circ le  of Quakers, than other Tories had done in
the past. Particularly as religion had not played any greater role than
normal in the election, it was bordering on the fatuous for Barclay to a sser t
that his victory would have been all the m ore marked had he captured a
larger share.of the Nonconformist vote.
More to the point is  why Barclay managed to gain a seat from the Whigs at 
a ll. In the first instance, from 1807 to 1826, the Tory George Sumner had 
held one Surrey seat fairly comfortably. Hence the Whigs would have been 
hard pressed  to have extended their total dominance for any length of tim e.
But the basis of Barclay's victory was his ability to attract votes from  
amongst Whig supporters. Judging from the votes of those Guildford 
Borough electors who were a lso  enfranchised for the County, Barclay was
*1 Ibid 7th February.
*2 The Minute Books indicate there were not more than twenty adult 
m ale Quakers in the region.
iar m ore su ccessiu i in attracting cross-party  support than was Long.
From amongst thirty-one electors who supported two L iberals in the 
Guildford Borough contest of 1835, Barclay picked up six  votes (19%). In 
contrast out of fifty-nine electors who either plumped for the Conservatives 
or who voted Conservative and Whig (but not for the radical candidate) at 
the Borough contest, Long received only four votes (7%). Barclay's 
conservatism  exercised  a stronger appeal than did Long's radicalism . In 
this context P ee l's  su ccessfu l projection of the Conservative Party as 
moderate reform ers, determined to uphold the Kingdom's traditional 
institutions and powers of the monarchy, may have been influential.
A reflection too of a general Conservative revival was the appearance of the
Surrey Standard in  February 1835, published to provide the Tories with a
County newspaper. The paper's first editorial indicated the concern for
the constitutional questions which Barclay had mentioned in his election
speech at Guildford, and to which Woodroffe had referred at greater
length in his open letter . The Standard announced, "it w ill be the leading
aim of the journal to support the existing Constitution in Church and State"
and condemned what it considered attempts to deprive the King of one of
his legitim ate prerogatives - that of choosing his own m in isters-- by the
"Whig Destructive faction".*'*' Support for the Royal Prerogative had already
been forthcoming from over five thousand m erchants, bankers and others
connected with the City of London, who had proclaim ed their loyalty to the
King in an address which occupied three pages of the Tim es on 29th *
Decem ber. While this gesture might be in terp reted  so le ly  as a vote of
thanks to W illiam for his d ism issal of political opponents, George W oodroffe's
open letter  indicates constitutional questions were of m ore general concern
at the General E lection. But despite the importance of constitutional and
reform is su e s , of greater significance in the.1835 West Surrey contest, was
the question of agriculture. Even the Whig Chronicle had to admit that the
2
Reformed Parliam ent had not done enough for agriculture.* Woodroffe 
was probably right when he said about the farm ers: "Of one thing they m ust • 
be convinced, that no other adm inistration, of any other party, can treat 
them w orse".
*1 Surrey Standard, 1st Edition, 28th February 1835.
*2 Chronicle 2nd December 1834.
To what extent the Conservative revival in Surrey at this tim e was
influenced by P ee l's  Manifesto and return to the liberal Toryism  of the
1820's, can only be a sse sse d  in very general term s. Blake points out
that P ee l's  problem was the difficulty of distinguishing his policy from that
of the Whigs and of not alienating the Tory ultras and agricu lturalists, whilst
at the sam e tim e winning over supporters of the Whig party . ** Yet P eel
seem s to have been so successfu l in getting over to the electorate his
policy of support for cautious reform and the removal of abuses on the one
hand, and of resistance to any radical changes in the Constitution on the
other, that he threatened to undermine the Whigs' position as the party for
refo rm ers. Far from P ee l being faced with the problem of appearing
different from the Whigs, the onus fe ll on the opposition to explain how
their principles differed from the Conservatives. The Whigs found it a
difficult task, and seem ed on the whole to have fallen back on the negative
solution of sim ply denying that the Tories w ere, in fact, "real" reform ers.
Long, for instance, said he could not regard Barclay as a "true reform er"
because he supported the T ories, and a lso  denounced what he called the
attempt "to delude the country and conceal the old Tory system  under the
ti 2flim sy mask of unreal reform . * Sim ilarly, the Morning Chronicle had
3called the Tamworth Manifesto a "political fraud"* and continued with
this expedient of assertin g that the Conservatives were against Reform,
right up to the tim e of the election.
"The question" contended the paper, "is not now whether 
we shall have m ore or le s s  Reform; but whether the 
Reform Bill itse lf  shall continue as the law of the land.
If the m inisters succeed in obtaining . . . a majority of 
anti-R eform ers in the House of Commons, our tenure of 
the Reform Bill is  worth next to nothing. "*4
But more representative of the reaction to P ee l's  brand of conservatism
was that of the W hig-orientated County Chronicle which commented very
_ . • 5
favourably on the Tory leader's pledges and ta len ts.*  Following P ee l's  
post election speech to his constituents, the journal rem arked, "It is  now
*1 Blake op cit p. 27.
*2 County Herald 10th January 1835.
*3 Morning Chronicle 19th December 1834.
*4 Ibid 1st January 1835.
*5 County Chronicle 30th December 1834.
quite evident that m ore w ill be conceded by the new m inistry than in the
first instance the m ost sanguine had ventured to hope for. The
Conservatives, however, only remained in office for three months. At
the end of March the Whigs and Radicals joined with the Irish: to bring
P ee l down over the appropriation of Irish Church endowments. Yet as
Blake rem arks, P ee l's  resignation was le s s  of a defeat for him than for
the King, and the Conservative party was now incomparably stronger than
2it had been before M elbourne's d ism issa l.*
*1 Ibid 3rd February 1835.
*2 Blake op cit p. 43.
The event at the centre of the 1835 Guildford contest had in fact occurred
alm ost two years previously. G reville noted in his m em oirs on March
13th 1833: 1
"the world. . . has been occupied with the affair of Baring 
Wall, accused of indecency with a Policem an . .  . The 
Story is a strange one, and there is  a chance of his 
getting over it, Ihougli nobody can l>o plunged into such: 
a m ire without sm elling of it more or le s s  ever after . . . "*1
In the short term., Wall managed to "get over" the incident reasonably w ell.
He was acquitted of the charge after a tr ia l, and suitably rehabilitated into
Guildford society  with a dinner at the White Hart Inn on 1st June. The
County Chronicle remarked, "we do not recollect on any previous occasion
in this town so respectable and harmonious a meeting". Attended by over
a hundred gentlemen , including the Dean of Salisbury, the motion
congratulating Wall on his "restoration to society" was enthusiastically
2applauded "for som e m inutes".*
Yet, as G reville supposed som e "mud" did stick, and was exploited by 
W all's opponents as the 1835 Election approached. One Guildford voter  
considered W all's candidature "an insult of our understanding and an 
outrage to our decency", and feared that the Borough would becom e "a
3
mark for the scorn of every upright mind, and execration of the world".*
"Never forget", he continued, "that the indignant eyes .
of every honest man, aye and women too, in the United 
Kingdom are watching our proceedings, and if by any
*1 G reville op cit Vol II p. 364.
*2 Chronicle 4th June 1833.
*3 Pamphlet addressed to the E lectors of Guildford by "AN ELECTOR" and 
printed by J. Lyons of Whitechapel. It is  interesting that the anti- 
Wall propaganda was largely  printed outside the borough. (Museum G3244) 
This was probably not unconnected with the fact that, these tracts  
were the m ost scurrilous ever printed in relation to a Guildford 
. election. The town's printers were no doubt unwilling to publish
such libellous m aterial. As it was, Wall chose to ignore all this
abuse emanating from the m etropolis, and brought no action against 
the London printers.
cnance you again send .baring Wall to Parliam ent, the 
indelible stigm a, now entirely his own, w ill be inevitably  
communicated to our Borough, never again to be wiped 
from us till generation after generation shall have passed  
away, and, trumpet-tongued, w ill proclaim  aloud, that 
the constituency of Guildford has disgraced the name of 
our common country, by clasping infamy in their bosom s 
and setting at defiance the laws of P rov id en ce."
The writer dram atised the question as one .of"evil.report or good report'.
honour or dishonour'." and suggests that husbands and fathers will want to
protect their wives and daughters from the ■"contamination" .of. hearing
Wall's nam e continually mentioned as MP for Guildford.*^
The pam phleteers had a heyday, for, in G reville's words, the affair was
certainly a "strange one" and even after the tria l, many questions remained
unanswered. Just before his acquittal Wall had attempted to satisfy  the
Corporation as to his behaviour on the night in question. Thirty of the
2town's Approved Men gathered at the house of John Rand,* to hear a
3
statem ent prepared by Wall, and given by his uncle, Sir Thomas Baring.*  
Wall said that prior to the incident he had been feeling unwell and had 
drunk a moderate quantity of wine with his dinner before attending the 
Commons. But the House was so full and hot that he left about midnight.
He felt, he said, heady and weak because of the drugs and slops he had been 
taking for several days. He then left his servant and cabriolet, because  ^
the heat in his head was so  great, and continued alone. He walked to 
Harley Street where he encountered P alm er, the policem an.
Unfortunately for Wall, his opponents exploited various aspects of the 
case wrhich had.not been explained very convincingly. Why, for instance, 
had Wall been wearing what was variously described as "a dirty great coat" 
and as "a shabby old coat", along with a handkerchief round his neck? Forr ‘
the anti-Tory w riters, Wall had been trying to effect a thin d isguise. Why 
also  had Wall wandered to Harley Street from Regent Street, and away too, 
from Berkeley Square where he lived? Why had Wall offered P alm er money? 
Such unresolved questions encouraged tracts against Wall that ran into
*1 Ibid
*2 The town's la st mayor before the implementation of the Municipal 
Corporation's Act.
*3 Wall was also the nephew of Alexander Baring, MP for E ssex .
double figu res.*  His supporters were asked: -
"Are Tory principles your so le  object? Are there not 
many Tories in the County of Surrey of untarnished 
and honourable character? Are you prepared to sink 
the town of Guildford to a level with the 'C ities of the 
p la in '/ Should you like to see  the name of your Town 
altered to that of Modern Sodom? Should you like to be 
pointed at as a Companion and abettor of b ea stlin ess?
Should you like to have the curses of your w ives and 
daughters? Should you like your children, in after
days, to say my father supported a  ——— ? Can
the sm all recom pense which you receive bear any 
comparison with the m oral degradation your characters 
must undergo. If you are then prepare to disgrace  
alike yourselves and the Town - GOON. If you wish 
to avoid those evils - d ism iss your CREATURE and 
bring a MAN. "*2
3
Several other satires labelled Wall as an "animal".* "Early next week", 
one read, "there w ill be exhibited in the Town Hall, Guildford, an ANIMAL, 
such as is  rarely seen at large. He was caught in Harley Street, whither 
he had strayed from his Caravan, but his proprietors being now aware of 
his propensities, w ill take good care to have him properly watcheld. "* 
Another hand-bill was only a trifle  m ore subtle.
"I understand, " wrote a M iddlesex elector to the Guildford 
voters, "that there is a general MANIA for improvement 
in your town. I take the liberty of suggesting the rem oval 
of a NASTY LOW WALL which within the la st two years  
has become so bedawled with FILTH, that it has become 
offensive to alm ost every person. I hope that all lovers  
of CLEANLINESS will use every endeavour to rid the town 
of such a horrid nuisance. "*5
Biblical references abounded. There was even a Christm as Carol written
especia lly  for the town, which ended:
"Weep not! . . . He deserves not pity!
Shun him and avoid those crim es '
For which God burn'd an ancient city,
As we're told, in form er t im e s . "*6
*1 Ten different p ieces of anti-W all election literature have 
survived,
*2 P oster , signed "AN ENGLISHMAN" G3239, G.M.
*3 See F ig. 9. .
*4 P oster , G3240, printed by Lyons of Whitechapel G.M.
*5 Squibs, C .P .L .
*6 Squib, C .P .L .
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N either did the very validity of Wall’s trial escape attack. One 
pamphleteer im plied that even the Lord Chief Justice who had presided  
over the ca se , did not believe in Wall’s innocence. “Why" asked the 
w riter, "did the Chief Justice withold his acknowledgement of the 
propriety of the verdict and not congratulate Wall on his Acquittal?"*^ 
The theme of W all's "moral guilt" was taken up by another "elector of 
Guildford".
"I entreat you to reflect", he urged, "that it is  not always 
because a man may have been acquitted of a serious 
charge by a Jury of his Country, that he is  m orally  
innocent. It surely must be unnecessary to recall to 
unprejudiced m inds, the innumerable instances of 
the abuse of that great Palladium of our lib erties - 
TRIAL BY JURY, the many examples of the acquittal 
of felons, whose guilt was in fact indisputable. I defy 
contradiction ' . 2
One pamphlet not published in London, and probably m ore representative  
of doubts felt by a greater section of the town's community, was that by 
George Austen, a grocer and Corporation m em ber. Printed on 31st 
Decem ber, it took the form of an open letter  to Wall asking him to retire  
irom the E lection .*
"There w;as no one of your late constituents, " wrote 
Austen , "who rejoiced more at your acquittal of the 
disgusting charge alleged against you by P alm er, the 
policem an, than I did; nor is  there any man who regrets  
m ore than I do, that the subject has not been allowed to 
sink into oblivion."
Austen exam ines W all's own story of the affair, and concludes that it
"contains facts . . .  which bear so  strongly upon your 
character as to make it . . . a m atter of wonder, su rp r ise , 
astonishment and r e g r e t ,that any of my Brother E lectors  
should have had so little  forethought and have acted so 
inadvisedly, as to recommend you to epme forward again 
for the representation of our Borough . . .  I am bound to 
tell you, painful as it is  to my feelin gs, that it is  my well 
weighted opinion, after urging in my mind every favourable 
construction, to arrive at a contrary im pression that any 
gentleman who felt as you said you did, after leaving the 
House of Commons on the night in question, to send your 
servant home, and wander alone so far away as Harley 
Street in the dead of night bespeaks such gross inconsistency
*1 . Pamphlet op cit G3244.
*2 Pamphlet G3246 G.M.
*3 Pamphlet G3229, G.M.
ana lm proprieiy oi conauct as to render him anything 
but a w ise and d iscreet man, and.shows him to be utterly  
unfit for a MP'T • "
For good m easure, Austen adds that he is  not alone in his opinion, and talks
of a Tory elector - "a retired professional gentleman, shrewd and intelligent,
a man of unsullied integrity and honour" - who "concurs with me in the
opinion that to re -e lec t you will be to fix an indelible stain upon our Borough".
In his final appeal to W all, Austen alludes once m ore to the town's "fair
nam e".
"I say again, retire and give your Tory friends an opportunity 
of looking for another candidate that the Borough of Guildford 
may continue to hold the high station it has hitherto done in 
the eyes of all England."
At the bottom of the pamphlet stood the quotation: -
"England expects every MAN will DO HIS DUTY".
Wall, however, had never any intention of resigning, particularly as he had
1
been suitably rehabilitated in town society over the previous 18 m onths.*
Yet in the face of all the anti-W all pamphlets, som e doubts about his
candidature must have remained. These were evidently sufficient to encourage
Colonel J. B. Delap, a local Tory landowner living at Stoke Park, to make
known his availability as an alternative contestant. Delap, in a poster
published at the end of Decem ber, stated that he had always nursed an
ambition to represent the Borough in Parliam ent, but had held back because
2he thought the town, was satisfied  with its M em bers.* Now, on the advice 
of many friends, he announced that in the event of any vacancy occuring, he 
would be prepared to come forward. Nothing m ore, however, was heard of 
Delap's ambitions.
Another indication that divisions amongst the town's Conservatives over the 
propriety of Wall's candidature had tended'to p ersist, was given in a 
satire entitled "Guildford Races", purporting to explain why no calendar for <
3
the event had appeared.* .
*1 Apart from the dinner in June 1833 to celebrate his acquittal, Wall
was the chief speaker at the M ayor's dinner in the following Novem ber 
(Herald 23rd November 1833)
*2 P oster  dated 26th December 1834 (G .M .)
*3 P oster  G3241, G.M.
MOne of the horses (Berkeley)* x that was wished to be 
entered, has been TRIED and, Although som e technicalities 
(usually observed by the Jockies) prevented his being, what 
may be term ed, absolutely condemned, yet his T rainers, and 
other connected with the management of him , have admitted 
that he has many very bad habits; so that even those with whom 
he has generally been the favourite, are very much divided as 
to the propriety of his being entered at a ll! Notwithstanding 
his having run alternately at Weymouth, Wareham and 
Guildford, *2 he is  an animal in such ill repute that no jockey 
can be found willing to ride him unless he is  previously  
(what is  called) well tipped with the needfu l."
Though it was always known that Mangles would defend his seat the position
regarding the L iberals' second representative was a lso  a m atter of som e
uncertainty. C, B. Sheridan, a Whig landowner who had unsuccessfully
contested the 1833 East Surrey Election, was the first to offer his se rv ic e s .
He justified his intrusion into a borough where he was little  known, by
3
citing the danger in which the cause of reform  stood.* It was not desirable  
suggested Sheridan, that Mangles' votes in favour of reform , should be 
cancelled out by the election of a second MP who was opposed to reform . 
Sheridan also claim ed that he was influenced by the fact that "not one 
reform er with local claim s or influence could be found". Hence when 
Robert A. C. Austen, the son of Sir Henry Austen of Shalford, presented  
him self, Sheridan stood down. The latter hoped that the electors would 
"vindicate the fair fame of the Borough" by supporting Austen "who is  of 
high minded, liberal, independent political princip les, and whose PRIVATE 
CHARACTER IS UNIMPEACHABLE" . * 4
Robert Austen did not live  loca lly  at the tim e, but referred  to a large
5
number of friends who were anxious for him to stand.* He presented
*1 A reference to Wall who lived in. Berkeley Square.
*2 Wall was Guildford's MP from 1819 until 1826, when he retired  in
favour of Sergeant Onslow and became MP for W areham. In 1830 he 
returned to Guildford as the representative of the Onslow in terest, to 
be defeated at the 1831 Election. Wall, however, managed to get a 
seat at Weymouth and Melcombe before returning once m ore as 
Guildford's mem ber in 1832.
*3 P oster , addressed to the e lectors. G3224 G.M .
*4 Advertisem ent dated 16th December 1834 and Sheridan's announcement.
of his retirem ent. G3447) G.M.
*5 Hand-bill dated 16th Decem ber G3226 G.M.
him self as som eone who would support Liberal principles and m easures, at 
the sam e tim e em phasising his socia l position, as an indication of his vested  
in terest in the welfare of the country and the health of its institutions. 
'"These11 he believed, "could only be permanently secured by tim ely  
REFORMS and C H A N G E S " .F in a lly  he expressed no confidence in talk, 
m em bers of the government were "no longer enem ies of judicious Reform.".
Wall, on the other hand, naturally felt rather differently about the new
administration, believing that P ee l's  ab ilities with the application of
- * ■ ' 2 judicious reform s would restore confidence and prosperity to the country.*
Wall mentioned too, the many decided proofs of the E lectorate's attachment
and confidence expressed to him whilst canvassing. He argued that his
views were the sam e as those of the Guildford voters .
*
"We have," he felt, "the sam e anxious desire to preserve  
the Institutions of the Country, both in Church and State, 
the sam e inclination to remove,, with caution and after 
investigation, any Abuses, which tim e, or the change in 
the system  of our Constitution may have rendered expedient.
We are in common, desirous to see  a strong government, 
asserting  m ildly but firm ly the Law - The Friends of 
P eace, Retrenchment, and of Social Order. We desire  to 
see  the Burdens under which the Agricultural interest at 
present labor, lightened. "
Wall thus projected h im self in a sim ilar manner to Barclay, in the West 
Surrey contest as a moderate reform er who would protect established in stit­
utions and help the farmer.
Mangles1 statement of policy was le s s . specific
"I still and shall always continue" he said, to be "most 
anxious to preserve the Institutions of our country in 
the utmost purity, whichlthink cannot be more effectually  
obtained than by removing all Abuses ahd by. relieving  
every c la ss  of our fellow subjects from all Burthens 
which at present press heavily upon them ."*3
*1 P oster  G3248 G.M.
*2 W all's platform , in a poster of 13th Decem ber G3252, G.M .
*3 P oster  G3225, G.M.
As a statement of reform , it was only m arginally stronger than Wall's 
platform .
The Morning Chronicle described the scene in Guildford on Election day,
5th January: "At an early hour this morning the town presented an animated
appearance . . . The friends of the different candidates, accompanied by
1bands of m usic and colours waving in the wind, paraded the town. ”*
Inscribed on the flags were various slogans: "Austen and Civil and Religious
L iberty’'; "Austen and Purity of E lection”; "Wall, the.true P atriot”; "Wall
the supporter of King and Constitution” . Inside the hall where nomination
took p la c e W a ll 's  supporters were "decidedly the m ost numerous and 
2noisy” .* Uproar ensued with a renewed attack on W all's personal character
by George Austen. Disclaim ing any intention to drive out any candidate for
party m otives, Austen felt it was everyone's duty to ascertain  if  potential
MPs were "of unblemished character” . He then challenged Wall to deny
that at a private m eeting of Wall's supporters, doubts had still remained
as to his character and innocence. The latter was alleged to have said that
if they did not nominate him, he would become an outcast. "Saying that he
(Wall) would be an outcast if they rejected h im ,” charged Austen, "was an
adm ission that there was a stain on his character, and that he was anxious
the people of Guildford should whitewash him. ” Wall, neatly side-stepping
the main accusation indignantly denied tha t he was in danger of becoming
an outcast from society , and thought his private character was beyond 
.3reproach.*
The subsequent contest represented a personal triumph for Wall. Although
Mangles topped the poll with two hundred and ninety-nine votes, Wall
decisively  beat Austen by two hundred and fourteen votes to one hundred and
thirty-one. Wall h im self expressed delighted surprise at the result:
"I hardly dared hope that Public Opinion would have been so  
ENTHUSIASTICALLY recorded in my favour, as it was by ' 
the result of the poll and the FLATTERING CEREMONIES 
of yesterday'.'*4 .
*1 Morning Chronicle 7th January 1835.
*2 Times 6th January 1835.
*3 Ibid
*4 Address G3249 G.M.
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Votes for Wall's 
opponents
(The Herald reported that the cavalcade of the successfu l candidates 
was "the m ost splendid ever w itnessed in Guildford'.'}*1 Despite all the 
hostile propaganda, his vote was hardly affected by the scandal he had 
been involved in. The vast bulk of W all's form er supporters remained 
loyal to him. Taking the one hundred and seventeen electors who had voted  
for him in 1830, six ty -seven  percent of those s till in the electorate voted 
for Wall again in 1835, a decrease of only nine percent compared with 1832. 
This was a good performance when it is  recalled , for example, that at 
the tim e of the Reform issu e  in 1831, Wall only gained forty1-five percent 
of his 1830 supporters' votes. (See T ab le40- for clarity 's sake, votes 
not involving Wall have been denoted by an asterisk  and the disappearance
of electors from the poll books has not been reg istered ). With a larger  
electorate, Wall gained m ore votes in absolute term s than three years 
before, although his actual share of the vote remained the sam e (See Table 
below)
Table Comparison of the 1832 & 1835 Elections
1832 1835
Mangles ’ 239 (43%) 299 (47 %)
Wall 130 (33%) 214(33%)
Austen - 131 (20%)
Norton 138 (24%)
The electoral battle between Wall and Austen that the Morning Chronicle
2had predicted, never m ateria lised .*  , By any yard-stick , Wall was a
comfortable v ictor. For instance, from the 1832 electors who voted
again, Wall poached m ore "liberal" votes than Austen did "conservative"
ones. Austen, the second-string Liberal candidate after M angles, occupied
the sam e position as Norton had done in 1832. From amongst those one
hundred and six  e lectors who had previously supported Norton, Wall picked
up twenty-five votes - eighteen percent more.than Austen achieved amongst
\ 3
Tory e lectors. Sim ilarly "new"1* voters split thirty-two percent - nineteen  
percent in W all's favour. (Out of three hundred and thirty~eight electors  
polled in 1835, thirty-four percent had not voted in 1832.) None of the socia l 
or occupational c la sse s  in the electorate gave Austen more votes than 
Wall. The gap between the two candidates was sm allest amongst the groups 
of reta ilers , businessm en and craftsm en. Amongst the p rofession s, Wall
*1 Herald 10th January 1835.
*2 Morning Chronicle 26th Decem ber.
*3 "New" in that they had not previously registered  a vote at a Guildford 
contest.
uiu bu wen tnai ne even aerneveu inure support tnan mangles, m e  small 
labour vote, of 29 e lectors, also  showed a bias towards the Tories compared 
with other groups. The pattern of voting exhibited by the socia l c la s se s , was 
notable for the uniformity amongst the broad middle section of the electorate. 
W all’s vote, for example, was proportionately the sam e in c la sse s  two, 
three and four. (See Table 41 ).
Table 41 : Voting by Occupational and Social C lass in 1835 (Percentages)
C lass 1
Gentlemen
Higher P rofessions
Capitalists and the Rich
C lass 2
All P rofession s  
Subprofessions 
M oderately Wealthy
Class 3 
R etailers
Petty Entrepreneurs
C lass 4
Craftsmen
C lerical
Class 5 
Labour
Occupational Class 
Wall Mangles Austen
31 50 19
49 47
30 46
30 47
45 ' 45
24
23
10
Social "Class'*
Wall Mangles Austen
39 45 16
31 46 23
31 48
31 47
45 45
21
22
10
W all's sudden notoriety prompted an unusual amount of in terest in the 
contest outside of Guildford. Both the Morning Chronicle and the Tim es 
carried full reports, whereas neither gave coverage to the West Surrey 
Election. The Wall affair ensured that as no’rmal in Guildford contests 
during the early 19th Century, personalities and not issu es  w ere to the 
fore. The election was significant, however, for the absence of an obvious 
Norton candidate.*^ Never again did a. m em ber of the fam ily represent
*1 Lord Grantley's tenants who had regularly supported the Norton
interest in the past exhibited no consistent pattern of voting. Though 
personally a Tory, the sm all number of his known tenants cast as 
many votes for Austen as for Wall, and virtually all supported the 
Whig, M angles. ,
the Borough in Parliam ent or even contest a Guildford election. Charles 
Francis Norton, Lord Grantley's younger brother, who had been defeated 
in 1832, had em igrated to Canada in 1834 and died shortly afterwards.*^  
P ossib ly  the lack of a Norton nominee was connected with the advent of 
electoral and municipal reform which may have led  to Lord Grantley 
being le s s  interested in Guildford p o litics. This situation, taken with Lord 
Onslow's existence as a virtual reclu se, meant that the town was freer  
from direct aristocratic interference in its affairs than it had been for 
many years.
*1 M arried to the daughter of Sir Colin Campbell, the la tter  was 
made Governor of Nova Scotia and Norton went with him as 
A ssistant M ilitary Secretary. He died aged 28 "through drinking cold  
water whilst over-heated in pursuit of m oose deer". Gentleman's 
Magazine April 1836 p. 445.
c) The 1837 West Surrey Election
Between 1835 and 1837 the Tories in West Surrey.were especia lly  
active in creating A ssociations to cover the division's electorate, with 
organisations being established at each polling centre. According to the 
Whig Herald , "the wealth of intelligence" in the constituency attended ac. ■ ' ■ - ’ ■
m eeting at Guildford to create a West Surrey Conservative A ssociation on
5th January 18 36. L etters were received as well from those prevented
from being there because of engagements at the Sessions.*^- The chairman,
2Robert C. Scarlett,*  observed that he was sure there was a wide conspiracy
in existence for the purpose of destroying "the best institutions of the
country", and if gentlemen of property did not come forward and join these
3so c ie ties , no property would be sa fe .*  Once the A ssociation was founded, 
felt Scarlett, then the Conservatives would rea lise  their true strength. At 
the 1835 Election, Charles Barclay informed the m eeting, he had polled  
nearly three hundred fewer votes than had been prom ised him as the Tory 
Candidate. The radical, Henry Long, on the other hand, had polled fifteen  
votes more than those pledged. Consequently Barclay looked to the
4A ssociation to right the situation at future contests in West Surrey.*
Later that sam e month Guildford Tories ftogether with various loca l landowners; 
and the rectors of neighbouring p arish es, met to form a D istrict branch. 
Scarlett was again in the chair and spoke of the A ssociation's aim to Urouse 
Conservatives from a state of apathy, to an awareness of their sense of 
duty. The apathy of the rich, he felt, resulted from a desire to enjoy their  
wealth. Consequently they did not wish to become involved in political 
struggles. With "three-quarters of the property and intelligence of the 
County", in the hands of Conservatives, he believed there should be no 
difficulty in returning two Tory MP s for the area. Predictably he a lso  
launched into an attack on O'Connell. Barclay, in turn, particularly s tressed  
the importance of organising registration efficiently, his subsequent rem arks
*1 Herald 9th January 1836.
*2 Having retired as Conservative candidate for West Surrey in 1835 when
Charles Barclay decided to continue his political career , Scarlett 
became MP for Norwich where his fam ily p ossessed  an in terest.
*3 Herald 9th January 1936.
*4 Standard 9th January.
clearly  demonstrating the influence of the 1832 Act on political organisation.
He em phasised how registration had changed the character of po litics.
P rior to Reform, once the excitem ent of a general election had subsided, 
parties had remained generally p assive between contests. But now, .he 
asserted , "elections might be said to take place annually, owing to the new 
system  of r e g is t r a t io n .C o n s e q u e n t ly ,  a com m ittee was created to m eet 
every month during the period of registration. A ten shilling (50p) subscription  
was decided on for m em bership.
Sim ilar gatherings were held during February at Epsom and Chertsey, to 
establish branches for the districts polling at Dorking and C hertsey. At 
Epsom, Robert Scarlett, chosen as a V ice-P resident, called on Conservatives It
join together " as the uncompromising champions of the church, of the King
2 '■'-■■■and of our law s."* At the Chertsey m eeting Chairman Lord Hotham
alluded to the influence of registration, observing that the country was in a
continued state of canvass and in one continued state of agitation because of
■ 3the annual system  of revising the voting l is t s .*
At the end of the year, "a few influential gentlemen " met at Guildford to 
arrange the formation of another Conservative A ssociation specifica lly  
for the Borough. Two hundred people were present at a subsequent m eeting, 
which passed the following resolution:-
"The Guildford Conservative A ssociation shall be form ed *
of persons, who, although friendly to the redress of 
real grievances, and to the making of such amendments 
in our constitutional laws as the lapse of ages and change 
of circum stances render it necessary  to preserve a fair  
balance in the several estates of the realm , are, never- 
. th e less, determined to use every lawful means to p reserve  
the fundamental principles of the British Constitution in 
Church and State, whereby, under providence, the em pire 
has attained to a m easure of freedom , prosperity  
and happiness, which the other nations of the world both 
admire and envy.
That the objects of the A ssociation shall be to promote and 
dissem inate loyal and constitutional princip les, and to 
facilitate the return of men, entertaining Conservative
*1 Ibid
*2 Standard 6th February.
*3 Ibid 20th February.
princip les, to represent the Borough of Guildford in 
Parliam ent. And also  to obtain from tim e to tim e, 
a correct registration of e lectors, and to a ss is t  the 
Conservative in terest in the Borough at the annual 
revision. "*1
The Chairman, J. P . Shrubb, a local landowner in Stoke P arish ,
"dreaded the un-English novelties which he believed  
were borrowed from the French Revolution, v iz, the 
division of their once happy country into political and 
party clubs . "*2
But he justified the establishment of the Conservative A ssociations in 
term s of se lf-d efen ce, arguing they would not have been n ecessary  had it 
not been for the actions of "the radical Party. ".
There does in fact seem  to have been a marked reluctance on the part 
of at lea st som e Tories in West Surrey, to take the step of form ing these  
political groupings. The Rev. A. P . P erceval and Rev. C. A. Stuart . were 
two others who had expressed their regrets as to the n ecessity  of founding 
A ssociations, at the Guildford m eeting in January. Yet, they had contended, 
it was the duty of every  clergym an, "to step forward and endeavour to stay  
the revolutionary torrent that threatened to sweep away all that they held 
m ost dear in life" . Judging from the number of personalities lik e Barclay  
who were present at m ost of these Tory gatherings, the Conservative Party  
branches in West Surrey were promoted by central party organisation.
They were not sim ply spontaneous movements by local people. One of the 
chief pre-occupations of the local bodies was clearly  registration , but 
obviously around election tim e they would be expected to m obilise  existing  
support. P roselytism  was part of their duties in so far as they would be 
concerned with utilising the hierarchical pattern of West Surrey society  
through which influence might be transmitted'. Apart from an annual dinner, 
the A ssociations do not seem  to have flourished as socia l organisations.
Whig organisation was le s s  system atic. P ossib ly  the fact of being in 
office had tended to breed complacency amongst the Whigs. L ocally  a 
sim ilar attitude may have been induced by the way in which the Whig 
m illionaire Denison had apparently made one W est.Surrey seat his own
* 1 Ibid 17th December.
*2 Ibid.
over the previous twenty years. A Reform Association was founded for
the whole county of Surrey on 12th June 1835, in London.** The difficulty
for the L iberals in West Surrey was that their strength was concentrated in
the region of Farnham and Godalming. A West Surrey Reform A ssociation
was formed in Guildford on 2nd February, 1836, with a branch being
2created at Farnham on 28th O ctober.* Other areas were apparently 
left bereft of organisation. The Guildford m eeting resolved
"That the object of the Members of this A ssociation be 
the return to Parliam ent of such Representatives as 
shall support the present m in isters in their endeavours 
to improve the existing institutions of the country, by 
such tem perate and judicious alternations as tim e may 
have rendered or shall render, necessary , and in order 
thereto, cordially and zealously to attend in their own 
districts to the registration  of votes, and the upholding, '
on all occasions, the freedom and purity of election ."
John Leech (West Surrey MP in 1832) spoke of. the T ories being bent on
se lf-in terest, only concerned with gaining power to re-institu te  the old
corrupt system  of pre-1832, whilst Denison discounted Conservative
assertion s that they had been converted to reform . More interesting was
the report on the sam e event in the Tory Standard , which claim ed that the
real reason for the Guildford m eeting was not principally to found a Reform
A ssociation, but to unite the factions of Denison and Henry Long. (Such
divisions would also  help to explain the lack of concerted efforts to create
local Liberal organisations throughout the whole of West Surrey) . Apparently
after the 1835 contest, the rad ical friends of the defeated Long, had.
paraded an effigy of Denison, the successfu l Whig, at Godalming and
Farnham and then burnt the dummies in the two m arket p la c e s . Long’s
supporters were angry at Denison's refusal to work in alliance with them ,
a decision which they felt had cost their candidate the election . Faced with
the Conservative organisation in West Surrey, a coalition was agreed on
by the two Liberal groups . Denison indeed may have had a change of mind
over the need for the united front. P rior  to the 1835 Election he had
declared that he would not join with anyone, "not even his own brother".
Now, however, the Whigs were on the defensive. The Standard claim ed
that registration inWest Surrey at the end of 1835 had been "im m ensely
in favour of the Conservatives". The Whigs did not refute the claim  that
* i  Herald 13th June 1835.
*2 Ibid 6th February and 2Jth October 1836z
"the result-of the late registration leaves no doubt that Mr. Barclay  
w ill be returned at the next election, at the head of the poll'.'**
The Whig Chronicle expressed its unease about the direction in which the
Melbourne administration was heading, and tried to explain the increasing
indifference towards the government amongst its supporters. In a
retrospective article  at the end of 1836, the paper quoted examples of
the m inistry's Mst renuous and unnecessary opposition as a body to such
questions as the Ballot, the Repeal of the Septennial Act, and the Abolition
of M ilitary Flogging, " to illustrate how supporters had been alienated.
The journal managed to find a partial scapegoat for this state of affa irs,
in the cabinet system , equating the managing of the cabinet and its  policy
of unanimity, with the old pre-1832 borOugh-mongering style of p o litics,
and suggested that Melbourne should "unlock the conscience of his cabinet"
2to right the situation.* However, the M inistry's policy of reform  by
instalm ents did include two notable m easures - the New Poor Law Act of
1834 and the 1835 Municipal Corporations Act. Although P ee l supported
both reform s, at the 1837 West Surrey contest, the Tories exploited instances
of hardship resulting from the new Poor Law. But while the Whigs -m
required P ee l's  approval to get such legislation  through Parliam ent, they
also  needed the support of the Irish demagogue O'Connell to remain in
office at a ll. The Conservatives maintained that a form al pact had been
concluded between the government and O'Connell - the so called  L ichfield
Confederacy of 1835. At the 1837 election, even such a m oderate Whig as
Guildford's Jam es Mangles was denounced as "a supporter of O'Connell and 
. 3the Popish faction".* O'Connell h im self was elevated to the status of a
bogeyman by such Conservative newspapers as the Surrey Standard. With
support from O'Connell against the u ltra-rad icals and from P ee l against
4 'the U ltra-T ories, the government survived.*
The leader of the U ltra-T ories was the King's brother, the Duke of 
Cumberland. According to Halevy, he believed it possib le to set aside
• 5P rin cess Victoria by a "coup d'etat" and se ize  the su ccession  of W illian IV .*  
*1 Standard 6th February.
*2 Chronicle 27th December.
*3 P oster  G3272 G.M.
*4 Halevy op cit Vol III p. 198.
*5 Ibid p . 191.
V ictoria, brought up a devoted Whig, came to the throne in July 1837 at 
the age of eighteen. With Lord Melbourne becoming alm ost her "protegor", 
the Whigs made the m ost of this revolution at Court. During the subsequent 
general election campaign, the Whigs made free use of the Queen's name 
to win the favour of the electorate, and accused the Tories of conspiring  
to place on the throne the form er Duke of Cumberland, now King of Hanover. 
In West Surrey, the la tter 's arbitrary decrees on his accession  to the 
Hanoverian crown, were cited as examples of what might be expected of a 
Tory government in England. *^
Lord Melbourne's role as the Queen's careful guardian was in direct
contrast to his previous life  of p leasure as a single man. His free living
had involved him in a scandal with political overtones only the previous
year, when he su ccessfu lly  defended him self against a charge of having
had "illicit intercourse" with the wife of George Chappie Norton, Lord
Grantley's brother and heir. Norton, who allegedly treated his wife with
"personal brutality" even admitted to her that he did not believe the charge 
■ 2to be tru e.*  As the Chronicle triumphantly explained:
"the trial was a political question - an attempt to destroy  
His M ajesty's Government by the sacrifice  of its Chief 
through private scandal: But instead of effecting that 
object, they have sustained as great a failure as in their  
m ore public attacks, and the result of their machinations 
has strengthened the hands which they attempted to 
paralyse. "*3
G reville agreed:
"it was in point of fact a very triumphant acquittal.
The wonder is  how with such a case  Norton's fam ily  
ventured into court, but (although it is  stoutly denied) 
there can be no doubt that old Wynford was at the bottom  
of it a ll, and persuaded Lord Grantley to urge it on for 
m ere political purposes" .*4
Victoria ascended the throne at a tim e when the country was enjoying "a
„ 5period of perfect tranquility .* Agricultural wages were rising  again 
after a decline in 1835, whilst an increase in corn prices since 1836 had
*1 Chronicle 18th July 1837 .
*2 V. C. Gibbs Complete Peerage 1910 ed. Vol. 6 p. 8 6 .
*3 Chronicle 28th June 1836.
*4 Greville op cit Vol III p .292 (Lord Wynford, then W. D. B est, had
been Guildford's MP in 1818 in Grantley's interest).
*5 Annual R egister 1837 p. 238 .
helped relieve the farm ers' burden of fixed ren ts .* 1 With relative  
prosperity in the southern agricultural counties, economic questions were 
not to the fore at the West Surrey contest. The Annual R egister also .
_  2
contended that "the sp irit of party was subsiding in the countryM at this tim e.*
Yet judging from the number of contested elections, which rose from one
hundred and ninety-two in 1835 to two hundred and nineteen in 1837, there
was an increase in political in terest at this tim e. In contrast as well to
the general picture presented by the R egister , no diminution in party spirit
was reflected in the Standard, which suggested :
"that a M inistry made up of the low est scum of England 
radicals.and of Irish P apists, would be le s s  contemptible 
in character, le s s  dangerous in conduct, than that t o . 
which at present the destinies of England are entrusted. "*3
The radicals, the paper felt, had only been prevented from undermining
the country's civ il and religious institutions by the House of Lords.
Furtherm ore, the Tim es was just as alarm ist in regard to radicalism .
It concluded an editorial on the dangers of "Papist and dem ocratic i
agitators" with the warning: "Return a Conservative Parliam ent on this
occasion,  or the next Parliam ent, be assured, w ill not consist of Queen,
4
Lords and Commons."* The paper rammed home its m essage six  days 
later .
"We cannot too often repeat, " it said "that upon the - f
result of the present election probably m ore than upon 
any which ever preceded it, depend the peace and 
welfare if not the very existence, of this great 
country. "*5
O'Connell remained the bogeyman. E lectors should not return radicals to 
Parliam ent, asserted  the Times because such individuals, "formed the pliable 
joints of O'CONNELL'S tail".
But fears that the R adicals, after doubling their strength in 1835, would 
overwhelm the moderate Liberals at the 1837 General E lection, proved  
unfounded. As early as 7th August, the Tim es wrote with relief:
*1 Gayer op cii p . 243 and 267.
*2 Annual R egister 1837 p .2 38.
*3 Standard 8th July.
*4 The Tim es 22nd July.
*5 Ibid 28th July.
"The progress and hitherto ascertained resu lts of 
the county elections for Great Britain are more 
decidedly favourable to the maintenance of the 
Constitution than the m ost sanguine Conservative 
existing had ventured three weeks ago to prognosticate"
In 1837 the Radicals made no progress and lost many important sea ts,
although O'Connell's Irish phalanx did double its num bers. *  ^ The Tories
ended up in a m inority of only twenty-four, leaving Lord Melbourne in
much the sam e position as before - without a sufficient m ajority in the
Commons to carry m easures against the Tory opposition. ‘
With the prospect of a General Election following the death of William IV,
Charles Barclay, the Tory MP, im m ediately announced his retirem ent
2because of business com m itm ents.* Following a m eeting at Guildford on 
27th June, Captain P erceval of Epsom came forward as the new Conservative 
candidate prom ising "to maintain inviolate the great princip les of our
3
Monarchy, both in Church a n d  State."* In seeking re-e lection  once m ore  
Denison spoke of his "constant adherence" to Whig principles during his 
Parliam entary career.
"In that long and eventful p er iod ," he said, "I have never  
asked a single personal favour for m yself of any m inistry, 
or given a vote that was not in my opinion conducive to the 
peace, welfare and prosperity of the Country"
In the process of recovery from "a m ost severe" attack of gout, Denison
4 .was unable to carry out his customary can vass.*
The West Surrey Reform A ssociation unanimously resolved to invite Henry
Long to contest the West Surrey Election again. Long im m ediately announced
his candidature, so as to avoid a repetition of his 1835 defeat, which he
5
blamed on his lateness in entering the contest.*  After a month's canvass 
Long commented: .
"The m ost remarkable feature of the earlier  days, was the 
infinite number of placards respecting the Poor Law 
Amendment Act issued  and circulated with astonishing  
assiduity •• .Their object seem ed to be to inflame the 
passions and excite the apprehensions of a valuable 
portion of our fellow country men against the law of
* 1 Halevy op cit p . 195.
*2 Standard 1st July.
*3 P erceval's father was Lord of the Admiralty, and Surrey's Lord-
Lieutenant, whilst his uncle was Spencer P erceval who had been
assassinated  when PM in May 1812. P erceval h im self was a Captain
in the Navy.
*4 P oster G3290 G.M.
*5 P oster G3289 G.M.
the land . .'. I at once declare that I hold the Poor Laws 
to be institued for no other purpose than to promote the 
welfare and comfort of the deserving poor; and I think 
the administration of them should ever by marked by 
humanity, justice and discretion. I never did, and never 
will support, or countenance, any act of undue severity  
or oppression. A revision  and improvement of the Act 
w ill no doubt form a portion of the labours of the next 
P arliam ent.*!
Such a carefully worded statement was necessitated  by the party capital
that the C onservatives were making out of the new Poor Law. In particular
they were exploiting an incident at the Godalming workhouse, to Long's
2detriment. A poster, addressed to "Surrey Cottagers",* entreated them  
not to be deceived "by that UNPRINCIPLED set of men, the WHIGS."
" Who was i t , " asked the w riter, "that v isited  GODALMING 
WORKHOUSE and sentenced twenty-seven Poor Men therein  
to Bread and Water for seven days, because they refused  
to give up the Nam es of their unfortunate companions, who 
happened to make a little  m ore noise than was agreeable  
to such V isitors?
The CHAIRMAN of the Board (a noble Lord)*3 and a 
GODALMING GUARDIAN - both Whigs and supporters 
of LONG and DENISON'.
Who was it that at the next Meeting of the Board of Guardians 
brought forward the Motion to P rosecute the Poor Men, for 
having knocked down the Yard Partition, which separated  
the m arried men from their wives and F am ilies?
The sam e Godalming Guardian.
Who was it that supported such a Motion and determined, 
upon the Prosecution being carried on, even against the 
Advice of the Com m issioners?
4
One of the present m em bers for Guildford (MR. M)* and 
a m ajority of the Board on that day who were WHIGS and 
supporters of LONG and DENISON. <
Now who opposed the Prosecution and considered the twenty- 
seven Poor Men had been very harshly dealt with, by the 
noble V isitor and Godalming Guardian?
*1 Advertisem ent Chronicle 1st August.
*2 P oster , G3404 G.M. '
*3 Lord King was the Union chairman.
*4 Mangles was the Vice President of the Union.
Several of the GUILDFORD and other Guardians present , 
supporters of the Honorable Captain PERCEVAL. " The 
poster concluded, "These are the naked FACTS. Judge 
then ye Surrey Cottagers, who are your REAL friends 
and hesitate not to vote for PERCEVAL. "
The Whigs for their part em phasised the benefits of the New Poor Laws, 
and tried to shift the blame for the Godalming prosecution on to the 
"Guildford Influence" within the Board of Guardians, in a p iece entitled 
"Glaring Untruths" .* 1 'But the T ories, sensing the whole incident was 
proving an em barrassm ent to Long especia lly , appealed to the Surrey 
cottagers again:
"After this do not attempt to judge TRUTH from Election  
Squibs, but ask your Wives and Daughters whether they have 
a particular preference for LONG and the New Poor Law'. '.
. , . Oh! sham e, shame! on all Whig Tyrants, Godalming 
Radicals and Popish O 'C onnellities. The Guildford Union 
would be well rid of the Godalming Alliance . "
As a radical, Long a lso  came under attack as a potential m em ber of the 
group in Parliam ent dominated by O'Connell - as a possib le addition to 
O'Connell's "tail" as the la tter's supporters were called by the Tory p r e ss . 
The Surrey Standard denounced Long as a supporter of:
"a m inistry that are in c lose  union with Papist perjurers, 
infidels and the scum of the country, and without whose 
pestilential aid they would have long since been hurled from  
the p laces to which they so disgracefully cling. "*2
Neither did Lorig's alleged m otives for seeking election escape cr itic ism ,
in a squib entitled "Mr. Long's Expectations",*
"Pray te ll me why does Mr Long 
Wish to be made MP 
Surely there must be something wrong 
'T is very strange to m e. f
He aim s to join O'Connell's tail 
Agitate and make a stir  '
And thinks by this he cannot fail 
Of being made COMMISSIONER.;
Com m issioner of what, you say,
Of Poor Laws? aye - the very thing,
His fingers long to touch the pay 
So say his friends at Godalming.
*1 P oster G3404 G.M. 
*2 . Standard 8th July.
*3 Ibid 19th July.
D'ye think 1 t is  true? - Indeed I do 
The cause is  plain as plain can be,
Therefore I trust, my friend that you 
Will vote for gallant Captain P . M
In their campaign, the Whigs made the m ost of the opportunity presented  
to them by the actions of the form er Duke of Cumberland who had abrogated 
the Hanoverian constitution on becoming King. One anti-Tory poster*'*’ 
read:
"PROCLAMATION!!
We, Ernest by the Grace of his Imperial Majesty the 
Devil, Demon of all Hanover, do hereby command those 
electors of West Surrey, who are our faithful and loving 
serfs to support the cause of Despotism and Tartarus by 
voting for our beloved servant PERCEVAL, as we are 
thoroughly convinced that he will be in every respect an 
obedient tool of our Imperial yoke. Obey this our Satanic 
Mandate, under pain of a damnable curse and fire and 
brim stone.
Given at our palace of Tartarus 
signed DEVIL-IN-ERNEST. "
More explicitly , the County Chronicle quoted this suspension of a
country's constitution to illustrate what might be expected of a Tory
government. ."It is  by supporting the T ories, " said the paper, "that the
sam e occurrencewhich has taken place in Hanover may be brought within
. , 2the pale of possib ility  in England. *
The Queen's name was utilised  by the Whigs too, through appeals to the
electorate to show their loyalty to Victoria by supporting her m in isters.
"Britons!" admonished the Chronicle, "be w ise in time: rally round your
young, innocent and Liberal Queen, and reject the Hanoverians while you 
i . 3may. * Naturally such propaganda did not escape the condemnation of
4the Conservative p r e ss ,*  though in West Surrey the Whigs do not seem  
to have particularly stressed  V ictoria's preference for the government of 
the day.
More important was the emphasis that the Whigs placed.on their past
achievem ents. One poster entitled "Denison and Reform"* lis ted  aH
the taxes that the Reform M inistry had rem itted along with such accom plish - 
*1 ' P oster  G3286 G.M.
*2 Chronicle 18th July.
*3 Chronicle 1st August.
*4 The Standard denounced such tactics on‘Tst July and 22nd.
*5 Museum G3230, Printed by R u sse ll's , Guildford.
m ents as the emancipation of slaves and the remedying of Poor Law 
abuses. M oreover, the tract a lso  catalogued what the Whigs would have 
. attained had their opponents not prevented them form doing so - including 
the reform of the Established Church, repeal of the Newspaper Stamp 
tax and the reform  of the Tythe System . It concluded:
"E lectors, if  there be such a thing as gratitude to Public 
Men for Public Services, can you hesitate which Party  
to choose? R ecollect what these Reform M inisters have 
done may be undone, if  your support is  withdrawn from  
their F riends. Is it possib le to doubt which Party is  m ost 
entitled to your gratitude for the past, and your confidence 
for the future?"
Sim ilar hand-bills, printed in London, a lso  set out in a com prehensive  
manner, the Reform M inistry1 s record, underlining its supposed superiority  
to anything that )'the.long years of Tory m isrule" had produced.
"A Reform Ministry" proclaim ed one "has done m ore by 
the enactment of good law s, to promote the civ il and 
Religious L iberties, the prosperity and the happiness of 
the people, in the last seven years, than the Tories in 
sev en ty ."
Finally reference was made to the Duke of Cumberland's wild schem es:
"And above a ll, a Reform M inistry has been enabled to put out 
and keep out the Tories from office - to.crush the Orange,
Tory conspiracy - and to save the throne of Great Britain  
for a virtuous, well-educated QUEEN, instead of the 
Tory leader, now KING OF HANOVER. "
Other m ore petty attempts were made by his opponents to discredit
P erceva l. lie  and his father were accused of being pensioners, an
allegation which he angrily denied as an "INFAMOUS FALSEHOOD."*^
Another hand-bill charged P erceval, "the Tory prop of the Church", of
sw earing. "Mr. P erceval evinces his regard for RELIGION in a speech
from the hustings replete with CURSES'."." the tract announced, and called
on electors to vote for Long and Denison, "the real friends of the Church
2
and indignantly reject the Rotten Tory Prop. "*
*1 Hand-bill dated 3rd July, G3268 G. M.
*2 Hand-bill G3269 G .M .
C ottagers’ Friend11 whilst other mottos attempted to counter Whig
propaganda, with slogans like "Queen and Constitution", "The Rights of the
1Monarchy" and "Victoria1.1* The assem bled crowd was too large to 
be accommodated ,in the town-hall and the proceedings w ere therefore  
transferred to the barrack field. Sir Henry F letcher proposed Denison as 
the man who had served West Surrey in seven previous Parliam ents and 
who again deserved "to reap the rich reward of the steady undeviating
i. 2
consistency of his public conduct. *. Denison in turn referred  to the conduct 
of the Duke of Cumberland, "the avowed head of the T ories", and dwelt 
at length on Whig achievem ents. His speech was constantly interrupted
by noise from the crowd, disturbances for which P erceval was alleged to
. 3have paid ruffians five shillings (2 5p) a day to create .*  Long commented
on the attempt by the Conservatives to promote discord amongst R eform ers,
through "gross m isrepresentations of the Poor Law Amendment A ct." "The
Tories", he said, have "raised the Poor Law cry, on the mouldering
bones of 'No Popery' in the hope that it might serve their party p u rp ose ."
Finally, in reference to placards in which he was represented as a joint
in O'Connell's ta il, Long asserted  that if he was to belong to any ta il, he
4 •would prefer O'Connell's to the King of H anover's.*
Charles Barclay proposed P erceval as one who "would uphold the glorious
constitution of the country and the m onarchical government." P erceval
him self called the General Election "a crucial occasion" that would determ ine
whether or not the constitution would be upheld and whether the "pure and
5.holy church, or popery w;as to ride triumphant. * He felt the adm inistrat­
ion of.the Poor Laws to be "badly mismanaged" and regretted the great 
powers that had been given to the C om m issioners who could over-ru le  any
decisions of the Board.of Guardians, even though the three men might know
6
nothing of local circum stances.*
*1 Standard 12th August.
*2 Chronicle 8th August.
*3 Morning Chronicle 5th August.
*4 County Chronicle 8th August.
*5 Standard 12th August.
*6 In fact the Guildford Union Guardians seem  to have ignored the
rulings of the Com m issioners when it suited them . (See section on
Guildford Poor Law Union).
Polling began on Monday 7th August. The Chronicle predicted that in 
spite of Mthe apathy of many of the R eform ers, induced by the various sins  
of com m ission and om ission of the Melbourne m in istry ,“ the two liberal 
candidates would defeat their opponents by ,fa considerable m ajority.
In reality , the contest proved extrem ely c lo se , with the contestants always 
remaining within fifty vot es of one another. On the Thursday morning, 
after a c lose  scrutiny of the poll books, Denison and P erceval were declared  
the narrow winners, gaining one thousand five hundred and eighty-six  
and one thousand five hundred and seventy-eight votes respectively  to 
Long's one thousand five hundred and forty-three. P erceva l's  post election  
speech alluded to his fight under the Union Jack, a flag which
"had triumphed over the dirty rag of Radicalism  and Popery - 
for Radicalism  was the destroyer of peace on earth, and 
Popery would blast their hopes in the world to com e“*2
Reflecting liberal Conservative thinking, P erceval hoped that there would
be a new government which / ‘would make amendments, though uphold the
constitution, and reform the abuses of, but not destroy the Church. “ With
one thousand three hundred and eighty-five plumpers being cast in his favour,
out of his total vote of one thousand five hundred and seventy-eight, he
looked forward to the prospect of West Surrey returning two Conservative
MP s in the future. .
“In no part of the kingdom, perhaps, “ said the Surrey Standard, “is  there  
so mixed a constituency as in West Surrey. “* The paper calculated-that 
of the three thousand two hundred voters polled, at lea st half w ere cottagers 
and sm all occupiers. It thought that whilst Denison and Long gained a 
majority of these latter votes, P erceval gained “nine-tenths of the better  
c la sse s  of voters . “ The reverse applied to the Nonconform ist vote which 
went overwhelmingly to the two Whigs . Out of a total of thirty-one D issenters  
identified in the Guildford and Godalming area, only seven votes w ere cast for  
the Conservative representative, whilst Denison received twenty-four vo tes, 
and Long twenty-five.
There were in fact slightly more religious'overtones to the 1837 E lection than 
there had been two years earlier, mainly because of the prom inence of the 
“Popish” O’Connell. Against this trend of virtually irr es is tib le  support for 
the lib erals amongst Nonconform ists, a D issenting M inister placed an _
*1 Chronicle 2nd August.
*2 Standard I2th August.
*3 Ibid.
advertisem ent in the Chronicle, looking forward “to an ascendancy of 
Conservative principles in West Surrey” and calling upon e lectors “to 
uphold the constitution in obedience to GOD.“*  ^ A sserting that he and many 
other D issenters were perfectly happy with the privileges that they enjoyed, 
the M inister expressed his grief that other Nonconformists should wish  
for radical change in the Constitution. He saw the Church of England as 
a bulwark against Popery and thus believed in Conservative principles to 
uphold the constitution in Church and State. Long1 s speech at Guildford, 
in which he called O'Connell “a true patriot” , was especia lly  denounced 
because the la tte r 's  object was said to be the establishm ent of a “Popish  
Ascendancy” . To what extent such sentim ents represented a genuine fear  
of “Popery” and to what extent a cynical design to exploit the prejudices 
of the ill-educated is  a moot point. But since the election had been decided 
already, presumably the M inister was being sin cere.
Both political parties accused the other of corrupt practices. In relation to 
the various country contests it had covered, the Morning Chronicle said: 
“Faggot voters have been abundantly made, and intimidation to an alm ost 
inconceivable extent has been resorted to by theT ories” . M oreover the 
w riter contended that
“the returns in the counties afford little  indication of public 
opinion; they in general express the proportions in which •
land is  owned by T ories, Whigs and Radicals. “*2
Yet landowners, of course, did not n ecessar ily  exercise  absolute control
over the voting of their tenants. In 1837 for instance, m em bers of the
Onslow fam ily voted for P erceval. Out of twelve of their tenants around
Guildford, on the other hand, Long managed to pick up four votes and
Denison three, although nine votes were also cast for P erceva l. From
the opposition camp came a sim ilar  accusation about the way voting had been
r
influenced. A correspondent of the Standard claim ed that the Surrey radicals
3had organised “a system  of intimidiation . . . beyond all form er precedent. “* 
He continued:
“I can inform you as a fact that many tradesm en who are 
good C onservatives, and had prom ised their vote to 
Captain P erceval, w ill be com pelled to remain at home,
*1 Chronicle 8th August.
*2 Morning Chronicle 11th August.
*3 Standard 29th July.
or vote for other candidates. Letter after letter has 
been sent by landlords to their tenants, urging them in 
the. strongest manner,1 to do what they can for M essrs .
Denison and Long. n* l
But the only specific accusation was made by the Conservatives, who alleged
that £500 in gold had been sent to Long by the government, which, with
Denison's wealth, was used especially  to corrupt, hea th-croppers about
Chobham. This practice became so notorious, explained the Standard,
that P ercev a l's  agent insisted  on the. bribery oath being adm inistered at the
second day'svpoll, with the result that som e of these individuals “ who had
a little  conscience left" did not vote. * As a m ulti-m illionaire, Denison
certainly p o ssessed  the resources for indulging in corruption, but there is
no reason to suppose that he was any m ore guilty of such tactics than his
opponents. And if government money was used to help Long, its  effect must
have been m inim al, for Long, just thirty-one votes behind the Tory
candidate in 1835, still remained thirty-five vot es behind P erceval in 1837.
In lin e  with other resu lts from the English counties,, the C on servatives  
improved their position in West Surrey in 1837. Two years previously  
Denison had led the poll by Qne hundred and seventy-two votes. Now his 
lead was cut to the sm allest of m argins - to eight votes. Probably the m ost 
significant factor in this Whig decline was the unpopularity in West Surrey 
and the southern agricultural counties generally, of the new Poor,Laws. 
Detested not only by the poorer c la s se s , the Laws a lso  provoked opposition 
amongst the strongly relig ious, the separation in the work-houses of 
husbands and wives being held to be a violation of God's law. But no 
single issu e  particularly stands out above the rest. The other them es of the 
Election - the record of the Reform M inistry, the alleged threat to the 
country's institutions posed by O'Connell, and the actions of the new King 
of Hanover, were common to the -country as a whole. N either, according to 
the Standard , was the increased Tory vote in West Surrey due to efficient
3
organisation.* P erceval managed to defeat the Radical-Whig coalition,
argued the paper, in spite of relatively poor planning. The w riter was
particularly critica l of the lack of Conservative posters giving the state of
the poll during the contest in places like Kingston and Esher,
*1 On balance there were more Tories than Whigs amongst the larger  
landowners in West Surrey.
*2 Surrey Standard 12th August.
*3 Standard 12th August.
"Agents, of common in te lligen ce;1'h e  admonished, "must 
be aware that the circulation of the state of a poll which 
gives their candidate s  m ajority the first day, is  one of 
the very best means they can employ of securing a sim ilar  
advantage on the seco n d ."
Yet, if the Conservatives had not topped the poll in West Surrey as they
had hoped, in Guildford they succeeded in defeating the liberal candidate,
.Tames M angles.
d) The 1837 Guildford Election
Straight after his triumphant re-election  at the head of the poll in 1835, 
problem s for Mangles arose within the Borough because of the votes he 
cast against P ee l's  adm inistration. On 11th April 1835, following the 
government's fall from power, the Standard reported on the manifestation  
of loyalty to Crown and Constitution being exhibited in Guildford through 
the sending of loyal addresses to the King and P ee l. The paper also remarked  
that Mangles' local influence was being destroyed "by the grossn ess of his 
political m isconduct11. M angles, contended the Standard, was anxious to 
obtain the support of moderate and religious men at the la st election and 
therefore had volunteered especially  in private canvass, certain specific  
pledges which his votes during the session  had broken.. Recriminations over  
his behaviour in the Commons became form alised into two petitions. The 
first was signed by fifty-five of the town's leading Conservative churchmen,
all of whom had voted for Mangles (as well as for Wall) in 1835. The
petitioners said:
"We desire to convey to you our sorrow and m ortification  
at the votes you have given during the present Parliam ent, 
and to claim  from you an act of Justice which we feel due to 
u s. You Sir, are aware that it is  not the reproach of the 
party called Conservatives, as it is  that of the se lf  styled  
L iberals, to fetter Representatives with pledges and it 
has e v e r  been far from our desire that your judgement 
should on every occasion be submitted; but on your la st  
election to Parliam ent, you volunteered P ledges, both .
publicly and privately, that you were actuated by Conservative 
princip les, that you held dear our Glorious constitution, 
and the Union of Church and State, - above all that you 
would, in your Parliam entary course 'Look to M easures 
and not to Men' . Do you, we ask, from the sincerity  of 
these protestations, by your vote on the Election of Speaker, 
by that you gave against Mr. P oulter's Sabbath Observance 
B ill, or by your recent votes, on the Papist confederacy, 
against the Protestant Church? No Sir, it is  obvious to us 
and to all the World, you have absolutely forfeited those  
glorious pledges. You make Party and Faction your only 
guide. You do not hesitate to blind your judgement and to 
stand fast by 'Men' regardless of 'M easure', although those  
men, shall be the declared enem ies of the Church of England, 
and to all appearances you have formed an alliance, offensive 
and defen sive ,• with the Irish Demagogue O1 Connell . . .  A 
great number (if not the majority) of the Borough's inhabitants 
are opposed in opinion to the Parliam entary course you have 
taken, and expect you will determine for the future to pursue
a policy which shall be more consonant with our w ishes, 
we trust you w ill see  the propriety of surrendering  
the Trust which has been lately committed by us into 
your hands, that we may elect a Member in your stead  
who w ill m ore consistently represent the opinions of the 
Constituency of the Borough. "*1
In reproducing the petition, the Standard commented, that it "must be 
regarded as the political death warrant of Mr. Mangles in the borough of
i .  2Guildford . * The paper a lso  explained that the petition had only been 
signed by fifty-five e lectors, because it had been sent off the day after it 
had first appeared, and in fact included nearly all the leading men of 
the Borough. Such individuals obviously felt that Mangles had so licited  
their support at the recent election, under false p reten ces. Presum ably  
these Conservatives believed that they had gained concessions from their  
Liberal representative in return for their votes , an im plied com prom ise  
which they consided Mangles to have broken. Assuming that Mangles had 
not carried out an act of deliberate deception, it seem s lik ely  that the two 
parties sim ply placed different interpretations on their M ember's rather 
vague election speeches. But whatever the p recise  circum stances, Mangles' 
actions resulted in a boycott of the dinner celebrating his re-e lection , at 
the beginning of April. Attended by only forty people the celebration was 
described by the Standard as "a sm all fam ily party" with one of M angles’ 
sons presiding and another acting as vice-chairm an. Indeed, Mangles h im self 
was not even present, pleading the n ecessity  of being present in the Commons 
to vote against the government. With the failure of this dinner, an attempt 
was made to organise another one, but the idea was abandoned when m ost
ii i i  3invitations were declined as a protest against his political m isconduct. *
Yet Mangles still retained a solid  core of support amongst L iberals and 
4Nonconformists* in the town, who. organised a counter-petition in his 
favour. Signed by about one hundred and eighty townspeople, it r e a d :- .
"We, the undersigned E lectors of Guildford beg to offer 
you our most cordial thanks for the Upright, Conscientious, 
and Independent votes lately given by you in the House of 
Commons. - And we further beg to assure you that your
*1 Original petition, dated iOth April 1835, G.M. The Standard .
reproduced it in full on 11th April.
*2 Standard op cit.
*3 Standard 17th April.
*4 At the subsequent contest, the Nonconform ists gave Mangles twice
as many votes as his Tory rival Scarlett.
recent conduct has caused us to feel increased  
confidence in your political character"* 1
Of the signatories, only some thirty had voted for the Conservative Wall,
as well as for M angles, at the 1835 contest. Conversely, on the other
original petition, none of the individuals involved had used.their second
vote in favour of Austen, the other Liberal candidate in 1835. Thus the
party basis determining attitudes to Mangles is  clear.
Mangles replied to his cr itics  in a statement dated 14th April. He felt 
"gratified" to be able to answ er what he called
"the many heavy charges you are pleased to make against 
m e, of forfeiting the pledges I had voluntarily given at 
the Town Hall.
I then declared I held m ost dear, our glorious constitution  
in Church and State, and that my Parliam entary course  
would be guided by M easures and not by Men, and with these  
im pressions I entered the House of Commons the first day 
of the Session , when I diligently and im partially attended to 
the late Speaker's explanation of his conduct, when I was (for 
the first time) convinced by his own showing, he had been very  
instrum ental to the d ism issa l of the late government,, 
unbecoming the neutrality of the Speaker. . . . I was determined 
to support Liberal M easures from whatever party they might 
emanate >but when I found the existing Government was not 
disposed to grant a Charter to the London University, or to 
reduce the Standing Army, and refused a Committee to 
inquire into the supposed delinquency of a M ilitary O fficer,
I could not vote with them .
Upon the subject of the Irish Church as proposed by Lord John 
R u ssell, I do in my conscience believe it w ill not only give 
peace to that distracted country, but that the education 
proposed to be given to the low er c la sse s  of that deluded 
people, by exposing their gross and bigoted errors, w ill 
be the m eans, under Providence, of increasing and promoting 
the Protestant Cause, and thereby.make many converts to our 
Established Church. * •
I never thought the observance of the Sabbath was a leg isla tive  
question, and I have always been of the opinion the laws 
enacted already are sufficient, if  put into force by the 
M agistrates to keep the Sabbath holy, ever considering  
as we are told by the scrip tures, that 'the Sabbath was made 
for Man, and not Man for the Sabbath'. Had Mr. P oulter's  
Bill restrained the highest orders of the people (instead of 
its being directed against the Middle and Lower orders only, 
whose innocent comforts I cannot be a party to diminish) from  
travelling on the Sunday, from revelling in Hyde Park, and
*1 Petition, G.M .
H um tjmpj.uy.Liig ineir servants upon max sacred JJay 
preparing and dressing Cabinet and other Public Dinners, 
no Man existing would be more ready than m yself to 
support such a B ill. "
In conclusion, Mangles refused to resign because "of another address
subsequently received by m e, and signed by upwards of Three Tim es the
number of electors who signed your A ddress, who supported me at the la st
Election. "**
The Tory Standard on the other hand, argued that only about half of those
who had previously voted for Mangles could be persuaded "after several days
of earnest solicitations" to express their satisfaction of his conduct, and
2that half of his supporters were evidently d issatisfied  with him .*
The paper printed Mangles' address, with its  own comments inserted  on his
statem ents. The journal argued that he had in fact made up his mind to vote
against the re-election  of the late speaker, even before Parliam ent had m et,
giving a written prom ise of his vote for Abercromby and not making his
decision at.the tim e as he claim ed. The Standard pointed out too, that the
Guildford Member had voted against reducing the standing army "when
his friends the Whigs were in power" and accused him of "a gross and
3
inexcusable fa ls ifica tio n  of Mr, Poulter's B ill."*
There were a lso  strong objections within the town, to Mangles' vote for 
R ussell's motion of 30th March 1835 on the appropriation of surplus Irish  
Church revenues. A poster circulating in Guildford at this tim e, called  for 
action against the alleged increased influence of the Catholic Church.
"Your national Church" Protestants were warned, "is in 
danger from Catholics being allowed to leg isla te  for you 
in Parliam ent, and the property of the Protestant Church, 
instead of being distributed to Protestant purposes, is  
forcibly taken from it, and given over to educate the 
Catholic people in the faith of Rome . . . The M inisters 
who now rule this country, have declared their determination 
to give over the revenues of the Protestant Church to 
the P ap ists. They have leagued with O'Connell to carry
*1 Handbill, G.M . (Mangles letter  was also  distributed as a hand-bill). 
*2 Standard 17th April.
*3 Ibid.
mis uojecx, ana ere long, your religion will be 
destroyed ."*1
Anti-Catholic feeling remained alive in Guildford during the succeeding
two years. On 17th June 1837, the Standard reported the opening of a
Catholic Chapel in the town and remarked that as there were no Romanists
in the Borough, the place would be sim ply used for proselytising . A
Protestant A ssociation was also created in the town at the beginning of June,
2to combat the spread of Papal influence.* At the 1837 E lection, however, 
such anti-Catholic feelings do not seem  to have been particularly exploited  
by the T o r ies .
Early in 1837, M angles, anticipating a dissolution of Parliam ent, canvassed
the Borough. The Standard reminded people that he had "been a thick-
. • : 3 .
and-thin supporter of the O'CONNELL administration."* At a m eeting of
the Guildford Conservative A ssociation in March, Major Jam es Yorke
Scarlett, the second son of Lord Abinger, expressed his desire to become
a candidate for the Borough, and was consequently adopted to stand, along
4with Charles Baring W all.* The same issu e  of the Standard carried  a 
letter  attacking Mangles as a supporter of the "anti-Protestant O'Connell - 
ridden government, " and as a "Radical Reformer" who had voted in favour 
of the Ballot.
At the end of March occurred an incident involving one of the Town's
5
leading con servatives, William E lkins,* which was used to good effect 
against the L iberals at the sum m er E lection. Elkins had rented the 
Barrack Field  from the government for a term  of twenty-one y ea rs, when 
the so ld iers' quarters had been demolished in 1818. By the term s of the
*1 P oster  P F/G FD /100 S .A .S
Concern about the position of the Established Church was not confined 
to Guildford. The Archbishop of Canterbury illustrated  the general 
feeling of alarm which pervaded the minds of Churchmen in a letter  
which passed through the hands of Bishop Sumner at Farnham. 
"Considering", he wrote, "the sentim ents in regard both to the Church 
and religion so frequently expressed in the House of Commons during . 
the la st session , the number of m em bers pledged to the Roman 
Catholics, the D issenters and the Radicals in avowed hostility  to 
the Church, and the unwillingness of m in isters to run the risk  of 
offending these powerful factions, I look forward with great apprehension 
to the next sess ion ."  (Quoted by G.H. Sumner in The L ife of Charles 
Richard Sumner Bishop of W inchester. Pub. 1876 p. 233).
*2 . Standard 20th May and 17thJune 1835.
*3 Ibid 14th January 1837.
*4 Ibid 18th March.
*5 Elkins was a member of-an eminent family of Guildford brew ers.
agreement the government could only term inate the lea se  before it 
expired "by reason of the prem ises being required for the public service.*"*" 
Yet no mention was made of such need when Elkins, with three years, of his 
lease  still to run, received notice to quit at Christmas 1836. The new letting  
was not advertised locally  as had been done in 1818, and rumour had it 
that a member of the government had arranged in advance for certain  
m em bers of the town to be offered the le a se . It finally em erged that the 
administration had accepted a tender from George Austen, Edmund N icholls  
and John Lockwood, all Guildford L ib era ls, which substantiated Elkins 
opinion that he was being deprived of the land because of his Tory views 
and votes against M angles. Nobody refuted the suggestion that he was being 
victim ised  on account of his po litics. When Elkins gave notice of his 
intention to contest the issu e  in the courts, the government backed down.
The Tories were thus able to level the accusation of jobbery at the L iberals, 
who could only respond by questioning Elkins' m orality, and by resurrecting  
doubts concerning the character of Baring Wall, whom Elkins supported.
The approaching election occasioned "some excitement" in Guildford at
the beginning of July, with Wall, Scarlett and Mangles all carrying out their  
2
canvass.*  The latter published an address to the electors upon the King's 
death. He felt that his return at the head of the poll on three su ccessive  
occasions indicated that his votes in the Commons m et with the approval of 
the e lectors. Pledging h im self to ensure the stability and eradicate the 
abuses of the Protestant Church, he concluded:
“Devotedly attached to the Three E states of the realm , 
it w ill be the study of my life  . . .  to endeavour to 
maintain the reform ed Religion, and to strive at the sam e _ 
tim e to secure to all the full enjoyment of Religious Liberty"*
Scarlett, after just an initial canvass in April, was extrem ely confident
about his prospects, findings which another canvass in July confirm ed.
"It is  with the greatest satisfaction", he announced,
"I now assure you that the result has been the 
confirmation of the sanguine hopes I had conceived
from my form er application to you . . . The additional 
tenders of support which I have now received , place m y  
ultimate su ccess beyond a doubt . . . Let our cry be 
CHURCH and STATE. Our QUEEN and the good old 
BRITISH CONSTITUTION, adapted where n ecessary  to 
 the tim es, but still retaining its  ancient spirit - the   . .
*1 Circular entitled "The B arrack-F ield  Job" G. M.
*2 Standard 1st July.
*3 P oster G3266 G.M.
w ell poised balance of the THRONE, THE LORDS 
AND COMMONS - CIVIL AND RELIGIOUS FREEDOM. "*1
W all's post -canvass address was just as confident as Scarlett's. Wall
thanked the electors for their "gratifying reception" and predicted
that he would be returned at the head of the poll.
"I fee l,"  he said, "that the compact which in 1835 we 
entered into together, is  to be dissolved only to 
be renewed It will be so , at the commencement of 
a new Reign, under auspices the m ost encouraging 
and I  would fain hope by the common consent of all 
liberal CONSERVATIVES and m oderate REFORMERS. "*2
Mangles' address after his second canvass was not as optim istic in tone 
as those of the two Conservatives. In an appeal to the loyalty of the 
electorate, he spoke of his diligent serv ice  in the previous three  
P arliam ents.
"I am as I ever have been" he continued, "deeply 
im pressed  with the excellence of our mixed Constitution 
and in proportion to its  goodness, ought to be our 
anxiety to preserve it by a tim ely correction of 
abuses. I shall cherish an unabated zeal for the true 
in terests of the Established Church, but at the sam e 
tim e it w ill be my unceasing desire to extend to all the 
full enjoyment of Religious Liberty."
In an attempt to rally support, Mangles also tried to ra ise  the old spectre
of the Borough's "independence" being threatened by the actions of his
opponents.
"There are combined against m e a few fam ilies in your 
Borough, "*3 he alleged "who have had the credit of 
returning ONE Member - they are now endeavouring 
to return two. Gentlemen w ill this endeavour be a 
su ccess?  My prom ises te ll me not. l am sure you 
will never allow your rights to bedisregarded, nor 
the Independence of your Borough destroyed, "*4
Overlapping the Guildford Borough and West Surrey contests, was the
c
issu e  of the Poor Laws. R u ssell's of Guildford printed one hostile  tract* 1
*1 Hand bill dated 12th July G3273 and P o ster , G3287 G.M .
*2 Hand-bill dated lath July G3275 GM.
*3 There were three fam ilies to whom he was especially  referring: 
Richard and William Sparkes, bankers; Edward, W illiam and 
William Edmund Elkins brewers; and Joseph and Sam Haydon, 
bankers. In the period up to 1870, between them they had occupied  
the position of Mayor on eighteen occasions-
*4 P oster  G3283 G.M.
*5 P oster  dated 26th June, G.M.
against them , which was intended for general circulation. Addressed  
to the "ELECTORS OF ENGLAND", it struck a patriotic note, proclaiming:
"The c r is is  is  arrived when 'England expects every man 
to do his duty' in seeking a repeal of the new Poor Law 
(falsely called) AMENDMENT ACT - in Peace.
GOD SAVE THE QUEEN.
You are therefore respectfully and earnestly entreated as 
lovers of your country to vote for  no candidate, WHIG 
TORY OR RADICAL who will not at once and unhesitatingly 
give an unqualified pledge to do his utmost in the House of 
Commons, both by vote and otherw ise, to obtain the repeal 
of that cruel uncalled for and disgraceful statute, oppressive  
to the Poor and delusive to the Rich, and by which the 
honest, able and willing LABOURER IS ROBBED of that 
indubitable right to employment, secured and enjoyed by 
his ancestors for centuries, and by which our d istressed  
and loyal fellow subjects, reduced by m isfortune to 
destitution, are carried against their inclinations from  
their own P arishes and friends to distant BASTILES, and 
deprived of that personal liberty for which our fore­
fathers fought, and that too, without having committed  
any offence against the Commonwealth or any known 
la w ."
Then the w riter emotionally describes the system  of "INCARCERATION 
and SLAVERY" of the "bastiles" with all their attendant hardships, 
appealing to electors to support those who vote for the abolition of the 
"UNCONSTITUTIONAL SLAVERY" of the Poor Law Amendment Act.
One progagandist sum m arised the grounds on which opposition to Mangles 
was based, beginning with this Act. (See Fig 10).
Mangles replied to his c r itic s , in a sim ilar  com posite poster, asking the 
electors whether or not they had forgotten that W ellington, P ee l and 
the T ories had all voted for the Poor Law Bill'. Would Scarlett vote for  
its repeal? The tract posed a se r ie s  of questions to illu strate  the in terest  
Mangles had in Guildford.
"Who contributed £100 towards rebuilding St. Nicholas Church 
in Guildford? Who spends im m ense incom e in this Borough?
Mr. M angles. Who is  the benefactor of the Poor, and the 
generous supporter and kind hearted friend of all who want
*1 P oster  dated 19th July G32 7 2 G.M.
OF THR BOROUGH OF
T"t v:n 11 i n~\i"!,w'fk m  i M / i i n ,  , i IV. _ J ”  V . U  . / J 1\  j  ] _ J
\
B R O T H E R  EIJEC/TORS, N
: H ave you forgotten that. M r. M a n g l e / s  (over anxious
to shew Ills zeal in respect of the N E W  PO O R  L A ¥ ) ? 
stated in the H ouse of Commons, th a t the  new System 
w orked well in th is Neighbourhood* and th a t the  P oor 
w e re  generally  satisfied w ith i t ;  whereas* it had been In
for so short a time* th a t It was9
for any one even to guess w hat the  effect would be* 
and the P oor w ere complaining loudly of the hardships 
they  were exposed to ?
1 appeal to  y o u  as Husbasids«-»Fafhers««»Brothers«»» 
Sous. W ill y o u  s a n c t i o n  s u c h  c o n d u c t*  b y  your V o t e s ?
S appeal to you a s  T r a d e s m e n . W ill you* by your 
Totes sanction a Paw* th a t every day’s experience tells 
you Is the D estruction of T rade?
1 appeal to you as P r o t e s t a n t s *  (w h e th e r  of the  
"Established Church* or D issenters of any denom ination). 
W ill you vote fo ra  Man who* on all occasions* supported 
O ’C o n n e l l  and th e  JPopish Faction ?
E appeal to you' as I n h a b i t a n t s  o f  t h i s  B o r o u g h . .  
W ill you vote f o r  a  Man who Is* a t all times* ready to 
promote the In te rests  of Godahning, even to the  p re ju ­
dice of th is Town-? '
I  appeal to the  F r e e m e n *  and Sons of F r e e m e n .  
W ill you vote for a  M an who voted for your disfranchise­
ment.
Lastly, I  ask you* H ave you forgotten the  notorious 
JBarrack”FieId Joh9 and th e -Parties concerned in it?
I  am
Y o u r  w e l l  w i s h e r ,
GUILDFORD, July lOtli, 1837.
(R ussell? , Printer?.)
VV
assistance and advice? Who Supported the Act which 
gives £10 householders the right to vote? Who opposed 
that r igh t-M r. Scarlett's father? Attacking Scarlett 
him self, it was asked, "where does Mr. Scarlett live?
Would you ever see  him except when he com es to ask 
favours at your hands? n* l
Polling took place on Saturday 28th July. Wall emerged with 252 votes
followed by Scarlett with 188 and Mangles with 159. About 8% of the
electorate remained unpolled, of whom Mthe large majority" were  
2
Conservatives* The result represented a great triumph for the T ories, 
as Mangles , an MP since 1831, had been returned at the head of the poll 
at the three subsequent contests. Only two years previously, the 
Conservatives had been defending one Guildford seat against two Whigs. 
Now the T ories had w rested control of the Borough's Parliam entary  
representation entirely from the L iberals. W all's share of the vote ; 
compared with 1835 increased from 33% to 42%, whilst Scarlett captured 
another 31%, leaving Mangles with 27%. The contribution of the new 
Guildford Conservative A ssociation to this change in fortunes cannot have 
been that great. P ossib ly  a new sense of purpose was engendered in 
favour of the Conservative cause, and certainly Tory supporters voted  
solidly for both candidates - only 2% cast plum pers. But within a sm all 
constituency, the scope for improvement must have been lim ited . For 
example, hierarchical relationships within a close-knit community would 
always have been exploited for electoral purposes before the establishm ent 
of any form al association.
The basic cause of the Tory's double su ccess was the unpopularity that 
Mangles had incurred. The extent to which he had fallen out of favour with 
the electorate is  em phasised by the fact that he was beaten by a relative
• r
stranger to the Borough. The challenge from a second Tory candidate was 
always liable to decrease Mangles' vote. Of those who had previously  
supported him and W all, 68% now voted for the T ories. Yet M angles even 
lost out amongst L iberal electors from 1835. From having voted for two
*1 • Scarlett, a Lieutenant Colonel in the Dragoons, was living in
Lancashire at the tim e. His father's residenc e was at Abinger, 
six m iles from Guildford.
*2 Standard 29th July.
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split between the p arties. Mangles total vote fell by alm ost 20% in 1837 
with the largest decrease, of 30%, being reg istered  amongst the professional 
c la s se s . Only the gentlemen' and le s s  wealthy craftsm en favoured Mangles 
to Scarlett. It is  also apparent that the lib eral craftsm an voted in an 
intelligent manner. Just as som e Tory electors had previously used their  
second vote in favour of Whig candidates in order to keep out the radicals, 
so these Liberal e lectors supported Wall against his m ore “right-wing" 
colleague. »
Table 42 Voting by Occupational & Social C lass in 1837 (Percentage)
C lass 1 
Gentlemen .
Higher P rofession s  
Capitalists & the Rich!
C lass 2
All P rofessions  
Subprofessions 
Moderately Wealthy
Class 3 
R etailers
Pe tty Entrepreneurs
C lass 4
Craftsmen
C lerical
C lass 5 
Labour
Occupational Class 
Wall Scarlett Mangles
35 30 35
44 39 17
40
43
48
33
28
34
27
29
18
Social''Class” 
Wall Scarlett Mangles
36 36 28
39 32 29
42
44
48
33
26
34
25
30
18
As might be expected after his victory over M angles, Scarlett was m ost 
effusive in his expressions of gratitude to the e lectors.
“ . I m ost fervently hope," he said, "that your Example 
will be followed by other Constituencies, and that our 
young and gracious QUEEN may be convinced by the 
composition of the Parliam ent about to assem b le, that 
Her Subjects are not only devotedly attached to the 
THRONE OF HER ANCESTORS and the BRITISH 
CONSTITUTION inChurch and State, but a lso  know 
how to discrim inate between the true friends of our 
Institutions, and those who, with protestations of
loyalty and Patriotism  in their mouths, seek to m islead  
her into a belief that they express the w ishes of her 
peoples, while they really seek to SUBVERT THE 
MONARCHY and DESTROY THE PROTESTANT 
CHURCH substituting for it first a turbulent DEMOCRACY 
and delivering the last to be prey to the violence and 
dissensions of her en em ies . 1 *1
In that Mangles had becom e identified with this group of radicals in the 
Commons, and also  associated  with the Workings of the New Poor Law, 
both national and local issu es were m ore important than normal at the 
1837 Guildford contest. Though personalities still remained significant, 
the Surrey Standard was basically correct when it commented that princip les  
had been of greater  consequence at the E lection.
"This arduous contest" the paper argued, "may be truly  
said to have been a great triumph for the Conservative 
cause, in so  far as the unexceptable private character  
of M r. M angles, combined with his intimate connection 
with the Borough, enabled him to bring great in terest to 
his aid. It was the principles rather than the man that 
sustained defeat. "*2
*1 Poster dated 26th July 1837 G3288 G.M.
*2 Standard 29th July.
The Guildford Poor Law Union
The Poor Law Act of 1834, an important issu e  at the 1837 Guildford
and West Surrey contests, was based on the findings of a Royal Com m ission,
created to enquire into the workings of poor relief. C ritics of the old
system  believed it inadvertently generated pauperism . They argued that
it created dependency, depressed wages and dampened initiative by
providing system atic allowances for the-able-bodied.*^ Such critic ism ,
stim ulated in the southern agricultural counties by the high leve l of poor
rates, seem s to have been brought to a head by the unrest amongst the
farm labourers in the south-east in 18 30. The subsequent legislation
replaced independent parish control of relief by an elected Board of
Guardians supervised by central C om m issioners. Poor Law Unions -
six  hundred manageable "ad hoc" units - were created with central audit
and inspection. Underlying the Act was the principle of " less eligibility".
The aim was to make the status of the able-bodied pauper le s s  desirable
than the position of the worst paid labourer. Outdoor re lie f for anyone
except the sick or infirm was to be abolished. In m ost p laces a market
town was made the centre of a union, and all the parishes within som e ten
m iles of this place were included in it. This practice was basically  followed
in the Guildford area, with a Union which stretched to Woking in the north,
Wanborough in the w est, Godalming in the south, and to Shere in the east. ;
The 1836 returns to the Poor Law Com m issioners for the period 1832-
1836, indicated a population of 21,943 within the Union, which spread
over 64,461 acres and encom passed twenty-one p arish es. At the in itial
m eeting of the loca l Board of Guardians, Lord King, a Whig and the future
Earl of Lovelace, was elected chairman, and Jam es M angles, the L iberal
2
MP for Guildford, was chosen as v ice-chairm an.*  Other m em bers of the
*1 Whereas the C om m issioners wished to believe that the problem of 
surplus labour was artificial - the creation of the Speenhamland 
system  - recent research has indicated that the changing econom ic 
circum stances underlying the poverty problem was of far greater  
significance. For example D. A. Baugh has shown how in the opening 
years of the 19th Century re lie f was essentia lly  a response to high 
food prices and how in the 1820’s re lie f was high because of the chronic 
unemployment following the end of the w ar-tim e agricultural boom. 
(Baugh:'tlost of Poor R elief in South-East England 1790-1834"in  
Economic History Review 2nd Ser. Vol XXVIII No. 1 February 197 5).
*2 Standard 16th April 1836.
.ouch u, twcixt^- xxx xxuxxxutjx-, xixuxuueu ^uiunei noim e ^umner, xne 
form er Tory MP; the Rev. Arthur Onslow, v icar of Send; and from the 
Guildford P arish es George Sm allpiece, a so licitor  who was elected the 
Union's Clerk, and Joseph Haydon, a banker, whose firm  became the 
Union's treasu rers.
Under the old system  . Guildford.had employed the Speenhamland m odel, 
providing out-door relief through employment as well as through allow ances. 
For indoor relie f, a workhouse built in 1728 and the joint property of the 
three town P a r ish e s , could accommodate up to fifty pau pers.** As 
Richard Eager, the Church-warden of St M ary's said:
"Although the gross population of three parishes amounts 
to nearly 5 ,000 , a workhouse of sm all dimensions has 
hitherto been sufficient for all paupers requiring indoor 
assistan ce. The average number of such persons of 
both sexes and all ages not exceeding forty. "*2
The poor of Guildford were also  helped by a charity.founded in 1627, by
Henry Smith, who bestowed £1, 000 on the town with which to buy land.
The rents from the Poyle estate, as it was known, were virtually
sufficient until the opening of the 18th Century, to support the poor of the
Guildford parishes.*^  Guildford was in addition,a reasonably prosperous
place. As Richard Eager observed:
"it has rarely happened that any of the poor of these  
P arishes have been in want of employment. - the 
ordinary market for labour furnishing a sufficient 
demand for their serv ices . "*4
With the P arish es covering a relatively sm all area as w ell, Mayor
John Rand was able to inform the Poor Law Com m issioners that ,
"The management of the Poor of Guildford has never  
been attended with the difficulties experienced in many 
other parts of the kingdom; both Rate payers and Rate 
R eceivers have been generally satisfied  through all the 
variations of prices and in the n ecess itie s  of life  which 
have occurred in the last half century."*5
With allowances being given in the home, few if any paupers were apparently
forced into the workhouse against their w ill. Consequently the poor had
relatively few causes for complaint. N either was the Poor Rate in
Guildford as high as in neighbouring parish es. Stoke, to the north of the
*1 Questionnaire to Poor Law C om m issioners, 4th September 1834 
MH 12/12332 PRO.
*2 Return to C om m issioners 8th Decem ber Ibid.
*3 Manning and Bray op cit Vol I p. 17-19.
*4 Return dated 8th December op cit.
*5 Ibid.
town, in 1832-1833 paid what averaged out to 19/6d (97-|p) per head of 
the population, whilst the average for Albury (significantly perhaps the 
place of m ost agricultural unrest near to Guildford in 1830), was a m assive  
27/6d (£1. 42-f-).* Guildford, on the other hand, paid a far sm aller  
average of 1 6 /- (80p) per person, with the costs of re lie f shared amongst 
a large number of ra te-p ayers.
Guildford's relatively favourable position was a lso  referred to, in a
dispute which arose between the A ssistant Com m issioner Charles Mott, and
Godalming P arish . Mott had tactlessly  stated in public , whilst at
Guildford, that Godalming was Mthe worst managed parish in the county" as
2regarded poor r e lie f . * Henry Coston, the Acting Guardian of Godalming,
published an open reply to this allegation, rejecting the basis of Mott's
judgement as unfair.
"it would, for instance, be irrational" he said , "to suppose 
in a parish like ours, of great extent, the population 
consisting not only of agriculturalists, but traders and 
manufacturers of alm ost every kind, there is  no greater  
proportion of poor than in the lim ited parishes of 
Guildford, where there are many charities, and 
comparatively no m anufacturers, and where besides  
there is  hardly room for a poor man to find habitation. "*3
The administration of the Guildford Union was complicated by the rivalry
between Guildford and Godalming. Jam es Mangles, sympathetic to som e
of the la tter's c la im s, found h im self under attack at the 1837 Borough
Contest because of his attitude. Further difficulties were created by a
suspicion of Godalming's radicalism  on the part of the other p arish es.
Mott contended that an initial problem in creating the Union was that "every
parish appears to shun connection with Godalming". The Hambledon
Corporation only consented to d issolve their own union on the condition
' 4that Godalming would not form part of the new unit.* Controversy
then arose over the building of a new workhouse for the Guildford Union.
After an inspection by three Guardians - none of whom cam e from
Godalming - the Board accepted their recommendation that the Worplesdon
5workhouse should be enlarged instead of the Godalming one.* When
*1 Guildford Union Expenditure. Ibid.
*2 P oster , signed by Henry Coston, the Acting Guardian of Godalming 
and his a ssistan ts. 18th Decem ber 1835.
*3 Ibid. (Godalming Parish covered 8 ,470 a cres, the Guildford 
P arishes 210).
*4 Letter dated 5th June Ibid.
*5 Document dated 4th May 1836 Ibid.
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prejudice", the C om m issioners made the fru itless suggestion to the
Board that the workhouse at Godalming could readily be altered to
1accommodate 350 paupers .* Mott observed:
"The whole history of this dispute may be traced  
to the violent political party feeling which ex ists in the 
two towns of Guildford and Godalming. The town of 
Godalming is  noted for Radicals and Whigs, whilst 
. Guildford is  composed of nearly all T o r ie s . "*2
Opened in July 1838, with a capacity for 334 individuals, the new
3
building finally cost £10 , 000 .* Those entering the institution were
divided into six-groups:- able-bodied m ales and fem ales; aged and
infirm men and women; and boys and g irls under sixteen . Separate
quarters were set aside for each group. The able-bodied m ale paupers
were principally employed in the institution's bone crushing m ill, la ter
adapted for grinding gypsum. Educational facilities were provided for
the children. Other inmates cultivated the four acres of land surrounding
the workhouse. During winter the building's capacity was tem porarily
4increased to 358 by utilising a store room .* Apparently the workhouse
5
was "quite full" every w inter.* For example, 388 different individuals - 
166 children, 132 men and 90 women - received indoor re lie f during the 
quarter ending 2 5th December 1847. Significantly, at the sam e tim e, as 
many as 2, 322 others were in receipt of out-door re lie f. In contrast, 
ease of employment in the late sum m er meant that there were no able~ 
bodied male adults in the workhouse at all on som e occasion s.
The issu e  of out-door relief proved to be a point of contention between the 
Com m issioners and the Guildford Guardians, who threatened resignation
only eight m onths after the Union had been created unless they were allowed
r 6to continue with such re lie f for the able-bodied.* Initially the C om m iss­
ioners accepted that the immediate prohibition of this help would lead to 
unnecessary suffering. But in July 1837 the district A ssistant C om m iss­
ioner W. H. T. Hawley visited  the workhouse and recommended that 
out-door re lie f to healthy male paupers should be stopped. He advised
"*1 Letter, 11th July MH 12/12333 P .R .O . ~ “  '
*2 Letter 5th June 1837 Ibid.
*3 Sm allpiece, 1st November 1838 . Ibid.
*4 Sm allpiece 20th Decem ber 1842 MH 12/J! 2334 P . R .O .
❖ 5 Ibid.
*6 Sm allpiece 12th October 1836 MH 12/12332.
"an im m ediate promulgation on the ground of there 
being le s s  difficulty in carrying it into operation 
now whilst work is  abundant and wages high. "*1
The order was instigated two weeks la ter , although out-door re lie f was
given to the able-bodied in February 1838 when harsh winter weather
filled  the workhouse to overflowing. Sim ilarly the Guardians exercised
their prerogative to allow out-door re lie f for the healthy under conditions
of "sudden emergency", as in February 1847 when deep snow and severe
2frost caused unusually high unem ploym ent.* Otherwise the C om m issioners 
invariably refused requests from the Guardians for perm ission to 
provide out-door re lie f in individual c a se s , even in an instance described  
as one of "urgent n ecessity" .* It is  possib le  that in such c a se s , and 
particularly during the winter months, the Guardians may have occasionally  
chosen to ignore the directives given them . At the turn of each year  
there was never le s s  than 2,000  individuals receiving out-door help.
Of the group of some 400 men involved, a sm all proportion at lea st, 
would probably have been in reasonable health.
Despite what would appear to have been a fairly flexible attitude on the 
part of the loca l Guardians, restrictions on out-door re lie f for the able- 
bodied was the main cause of the opposition to the new Poor Laws in 
Guildford. The Standard regularly published critica l accounts of the 
1834 Act. One such hostile letter  from "a friend to the oppressed  
Poor" began
"The poor are beginning deeply and bitterly to feel the iron  
oppression of the new Poor Law - a m easure in its  
operation fraught with m ischief - calculated to render 
the suffering condition of the poor m ore intolerable and 
unendurable than ever. "*4
To illustrate his point, the writer then quoted two specific exam ples in
Guildford of unnecessary hardship. The first was said to involve a man
of about thirty who was allegedly found "half starving and com pletely
exhausted" in woods near the town, because he could get neither work nor
relie f. The second case  concerned a mechanic in the town, whose wife
had fallen ill  at the sam e tim e he had lost h is job. Consequently he had
been forced to spend his savings on m edical attention. When these were
gone and he applied for assistance to keep them selves from starving, his
*1 Hawley 27th July Ibid.
*2 Hawley 21st February 1838 Mil 12/12333'PRO.
*3 Guardians 17th January Ibid.
*4 Standard 4th June 1836.
request far re lie f was refused.
Lord King, the chairman of the Union's Guardians, was w ell aware of
the strong feelings that existed in Guildford on the subject of curtailing
out-door aid. At the beginning of August 1837, he suggested to the
C om m issioners that
"as declaring and chairing the m em bers for the 
W estern Division of the County of Surrey will take 
place at Guildford on Thursday 10th instant, the 
rule for the abolition of out-door relief should not 
be sent down to that Union until the excitem ent caused  
by the election has in som e m easure subsided as (I 
am) fearful it may be made an unfair hurdle of, and 
occasion a tumult in the town. "*1
There was a lso  evidence of a m ore organised opposition to the 1834
Act. On 9th April 1838 George Sm allpiece reported to the Com m issioners
that on the previous Thursday, "three m iserable looking men" had come
2into Guildford to se ll anti-Poor Law lea fle ts .*  The men were taken 
before the Mayor, Joseph Hay don, who also happened to be the V ice -
3 ;
Chairman of the Guildford Guardians.* Afraid that the "lower orders"  
would be prejudiced against the Poor Laws, he confiscated the offending 
literature, 1500 leaflets in all .priced at Id («4p) each. The London 
em ployers of the m en, successfu lly  threatened legal action against Haydon
■ ' Ifor illega l detention and seizure of the papers, and a £20 out of Court 
settlem ent was agreed on.* The pamphlets described the princip les 
of the Poor Laws as being to deprive the payers of poor rates of control 
over expenditure and instead to invest it in "three extravagantly paid 
com m issioners"; to reduce the m ost respectable unfortunates to the same, 
privations as crim inals; and to tear children from parents, husbands 
from w ives. The separation of m arried couples was not in fact a 
particularly live issu e  at Guildford, mainly because an extrem ely  
sm all proportion of the workhouse inm ates were m arried m en. There 
w ere, for instance, only seventeen such individuals in the institution
5
during May 1843 none of whom were able-bodied paupers.* Yet whilst 
the situation in practice may have avoided unduly offending the religious
*1 Hawley passed on Lord King's suggestion on 2nd August 1837.
MH 12/12333 PRO.
*2 Sm allpiece Ibid.
*3 M angles, the 1st Vice Chairman had died at the beginning of 1838.
*4 The m en's employers may have been connected with the London
Mercury and Dispatch which, the pamphlets s tressed , was the only 
paper to stand up for the rights of the poor.
*5 Sm allpiece 8th May 1843 MH 12/12335.
scruples of the m id d le -c la sses , reactions amongst the rural workers 
were rather stronger. The sm all number of m arried men in the workhouse, 
after a ll, may have been a reflection of the su ccess, as a deterrent, of 
the segregation of the sexes there.; An individual from Frim ley reported  
that prejudice against the Poor Laws in the area near the Hampshire 
border was:
"truly astonishing . . . The man who does advocate the union 
of parishes has to withstand the taunts and execration of 
every labouring man, " he said "the bugbear being that 
they are to be parted from their w ives and children if 
ever they want assistance from the p a r ish ."
The outcry against the Laws was compared with the cry of "No Popery"
1
which had run through the villages a few years previously .*
The Guildford Union appears to have been managed with reasonable  
efficiency. A visiting comm ittee to the workhouse in Decem ber 1846, were  
with only minor reservations, 1
"happy to express their approbation of the manner in which 
the House has been conducted, the attention and care of its  
officers and the general good behaviour of its inm ates. "*2
Naturally the workhouse was not without its incidents - the Standard
reported a brawl at the end of 1842, when five inmates armed with
3  - v  -iim provised staves took on the Guildford policed Despite such tensions
which doubtless arose during the winter months, Thomas Hoskins the
district auditor was a lso  complimentary about the Union's adm inistration.
"I have inspected this Union House throughout", he 
wrote in the v isitor's  book, "and am much pleased  
and satisfied  with its general appearance, and its  
internal arrangements - reflecting as they do, the 
highest credit upon all those who have the direction  
and management thereof . "*4
Such com petence helps to explain why the Laws were not m ore of an issu e
in the area than they w ere, during the 1840's. M oreover, action taken to
deal with abuses of the system  as they arose, kept the rate payers
quiet. A practice for instance gradually arose whereby casual paupers in
the workhouse would tear up their clothes in order to be supplied with
*1 Letter to the Herald 23rd January 1836 .
*2 Report MH 12/12336 PRO.
*3 Standard 24th December 1842.
*4 Ibid 6th Decem ber 1845.
obtained instead, so that the gambit could be repeated at the next Union.
Consequently in May 1846 the Guildford Guardians agreed to supply only
coarse canvass su its , with the Union's name printed all over them .*
Mendicity tickets, issu ed  to the Borough's rate-payers for use when
bothered by beggars, proved another problem . With mendicants making
it a regular system  to go from union to union for food and lodgings,
, 2the granting of the tickets was restricted  to the workhouse itse lf .*
' • ' i
Heavy poor rates had provided one stim ulus for the reform of the old
system . By financial cr iter ia , the new Poor Law was a su ccess in the
Guildford Union, though it is  not easy to determine how far the reduction
was due to the operation of the new legislation  and how far to greater
3
prosperity during the overall period .*
~ Table 43Examples of Average Gross Expenditure on Poor R elief  
Parish Ladydays 1832-1835 April 1842-1845
Albury £ 1 ,1 3 7 /1 6 /5 (£1,137.82) £456
Godalming £5 ,105 /13 /1 (£5,105..6 5-1) £2,260
Holy Trinity £ 701 /5 /5 (£701.27) £333
St. Mary £ 935/12/11 (935.64-2-) £523
St. N icholas £ 1 ,1 7 3 /4 /3 (£ 1 ,1 7 3 .2 1 |) £508
Stoke £1 ,275 /0 /11 (£ l ,2 7 5 .4 i) £693
Total for all 21
Parishps £ 2 2 ,1 8 3 /0 /3 (£22,183.1) £10,066
Although one purpose of the 1834 Act - the abolition of all out-door re lie f
for the able-bodied - was not fulfilled either in Guildford or in the country
at large’, the amount of such assistance was drastically curtailed. Although
there were strong objections in Guildford to the cessation  of outside
relie f for the healthy, Lord King was still able to assure the C om m issioners
4
that there would not be "the lea st difficulty1* in implementing the proposal.*
At least in a place of restricted  area like the Guildford Borough, with
*1 Herald 9th May 1846 .
*2 Standard 19th December.
*3 One index of business activity rose from 106.6 to 148.4 between 
1832 and 1836 and from 126.7 to 176 between 1842 and 1845.
(Gayer op cit p. 354).
*4 Report dated 2nd August 1837 MH 12/12333 PRO.
a stable economy and population that included few itinerants, the 
local people would have a shrewd idea from personal knowledge who 
should receive relief and who should not. It would thus be possib le  to 
tem per the C om m issioners1 blanket edicts with discretion if  it were so  
desired. The full rigours of the Poor Law's essentially  bureaucratic 
standards with the attendant risk of undue hardship, could be avoided.
Between 1834 and the creation of the Poor Law Board in 1847, the
Guildford Union does not seem  to differ from the national picture of Poor
Law re lie f . After 1847, conditions in workhouses throughout the country
were gradually improved. L ocally, better provisions were allocated
1
for outdoor re lie f and a new workhouse infirm ary was constructed.*  
Improvements like these together with the seem ingly substantial 
reductions in poor relief expenditure compared with the early 1830's, 
and the fact that, as Henry Drummond said, relief was "humanely
administered" in West Surrey, lessen ed  the significance of the Poor
i
Laws as a partisan issu e  in local p o litics. Once local Tory cr itic s  were 
m ollified by the establishment of the Board of C om m issioners in 1847, 
the Poor Laws ceased to be a factor at elections in West Surrey.
*1 Standard 16th May 1846 and 2nd February 1847.
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P reface
At the 1841 Guildford contest, when the main issu e  was that of agricultural 
protection, the two Tory candidates were defeated and a free trader topped 
the poll. As pressu res for the repeal of the Corn Laws mounted, landlords 
and tenants alike in Surrey appeared fatalistic about the ultimate su ccess  of 
free trade. Im m ediately after repeal, Catholic endowment was the dominating 
theme of the 1847 Guildford election. The absence of the Corn Laws too as 
an issu e  in the West Surrey division, indicates the extent to which the % 
protectionists had been dem oralised by the triumph of free trade. On the 
other hand, there was no split amongst local Tories over Repeal. P rotection­
is t  feelings were sufficiently uniform and strong to maintain a united 
organisation. Nobody of importance broke ranks to align them selves with the 
P ee lite s . In 1849 , when a bye-election occurred in West Surrey; the 
protectionists triumphed in a belated local shown-down over Repeal. But it 
is  significant that Evelyn, the successfu l candidate, had adopted a m odified  
stance on protection demanding "fair play in competition" for English fa rm ers. 
(Meaning that agriculture should be relieved  of its tax burdens to enable it to 
compete with foreign im ports). By 1852 both Conservative candidates in 
West Surrey accepted the reality of free trade. A nti-C atholicism , prompted 
by "papal aggression", was also an element in the contest, which resu lted in 
two T ories being returned together for the constituency, for the f ir s t  tim e  
since Reform. Overall, the General Election ended any lingering hopes that 
a return to protection was possib le . Such p o lic ies , Guildford's Mayor W. E. 
Elkins la ter  comm ented, were now "dead and buried".
*1 Standard 4th A ril 1857. scp_>voq- <§■
a) West Surrey P olitics 1837-1841
P ee l's  return to power in 1841 represents a political land-mark in early  
Victorian England, for it provided conclusive evidence; if such proof was 
needed, that the Whigs had not secured a monopoly of Parliam entary power 
by their actions in 1832. From the m id -1830's, according to the Annual 
R eg ister , the Conservatives were gradually strengthened by the defection 
of Liberal voters and supporters of the Reform Act, who believed that 
the country needed an effective government and that the Tories could be 
trustedto carry through a progressive policy.*^- With four General E lections 
between 1832 and 1841, the Whig Parliam entary majority was subject to 
a process of erosion. After years of doing little  more than "keeping 
afloat", as Jephson put it, Lord Melbourne's m inistry sank at la st in 
1841.*
Between the 1837 and 1841 E lections, the Corn Laws were the m ost frequent 
subject of editorial comment in the three County newpapers. Farm ers 
enjoyed abnormally high corn prices from 1836 to 1842 and grain im ports 
on a large sca le  were required. P rices reached a peak in January 1839 of
3
8 1 /-  (£4. 05) a quarter, .the highest for 20 years. * The following year good 
weather and the release  of foreign stocks resulted in a decline to 5 9 /-  
(£2. 95). At Guildford wheat fetched a rather higher price during 1840 and 
did not fall below 6 4 /- (£3. 20). Grain shortages and high prices resulted  
in growing dissatisfaction with the Corn Laws in the country as a whole, 
as indicated by the foundation of the Anti Corn Law League in March 1839. 
The local Surrey newspapers were for once in agreem ent, all emphatic on 
the need to maintain the Corn Laws. The importance of agriculture, 
relative to industry and its exports, was constantly stressed . The Tory 
Standard wrote: -
"Cheap bread is  the pretence held out to the m asses by 
designing knaves, under the cover of which so deadly 
a stab is  aimed at the agricultural in terest of Great
*1 Annual R egister 1841 p. 143.
*2 Jephson op cit p. 305.'
*3 Gayer op cit p. 276. In Guildford prices rose to 80/9d (£4. 03.-J-) 
a qua rter.
Britain - a stab which, if it reached the agricultural 
body, must finally prove fatal to every c lass in the 
state (including) the m anufacturers, for export sa le s , 
sc a r c e ly  amount to one twelveth part of the annual 
incom e produced by the industry of the nation; is  it 
for the sake of extending and widening this one source  
of national wealth that we are to endanger and 
ultim ately destroy, all the other sources of national 
wealth and of national greatness ?"*1
Three su ccessive  editorials denounced the agitation against the Corn
Laws. The m anufacturers’ demands were denounced as "grossest
se lfish n ess’1, because, argued the Standard, corn was the lea st able of
all British products to bear foreign competition-.* The Whig Herald
picked on what it saw as weaknesses in the manufacturers' case:-
"We have more than once pointed ou t'" it said "the 
Irish method in which these free traders propose to 
advance the interests of the country by sending our 
money abroad for corn that we might have it back again 
in m anufactures, "*3
The journal-also questioned t.he^suppos ed benefits of repeal:- .
"This expedient of repeal, " it wrote, "is purely to- 
relieve the manufacturer it has no reference to the 
people he employs further than giving work to as 
many as possib le , because he obtains a profit upon 
every individual's labour. *4
Concern was expressed by the Chronicle as to the effects.o f repeal,
fearing that it would result in a renewal of "agricultural d istress which
a few years back furrowed the country deeply with acts of outrage and
incendiarism . ".* But the paper was m ainly worried about the lack of any
unified movement in defence of the Corn Laws.
"The agriculturists are supine and l i s t le s s , " commented 
the Chronicle, "whilst their enem ies are vigorous and 
active . . . We say to our agricultural friends once 
for all - petition - petition - petition: awake, a r ise , or 
be for ever fallen. "*6
Consequently the paper was full of praise for the work done by Agricultural
7
A ssociations in combating the propaganda of the Anti-Corn Law L eague.*.
*1 Standard 5th January 1839.
*2 Standard 12th January. This theme was repeated on 16th February. 
*3 Herald 4th April 1840.
*4 Ibid 21st Decem ber.
*5 Chronicle 19th March 1839.
*6 Chronicle 5th February 1839.
*7 Chronicle 1st October 1839 and 6th October 1840.
At the annual m eeting of the A ssociation for Surrey, Whig and
Tory MPs joined in speeches demanding retention of the Corn Laws.
Denison, the Whig m em ber, warned that if the Laws were abolished, a
large area of relatively poor land in Surrey would be thrown out of 
1
cultivation.* A local A ssociation for the South-West of Surrey, was
established at Guildford in April .1840 to promote better farming and the
cause of agricultural protection. With its third article in su ccessive
weeks on protectionism  the Chronicle apologised to its readers for "wearying"
them with the subject, but pointed out that the British farm er "had everything 
, ,  2
to lo se  . * Sim ilarly the Standard wrote
"We have no inclination to weary outselves or our 
readers with long disquisitions on the Corn Law question, 
trite and threadbare as it has become . .  . The real 
points at issu e  are few and sim ple. It is  m erely  a 
question of protection or no protection to British and 
Irish industry . . .  whether or not the nation is  prepared 
to decree the ruin of the highest and m ost important 
interest in the state; and to place upon supplies of 
foreign corn. "*3
Consequently the Whigs' proposal to replace the sliding sca le  of 1828 with 
a fixed duty of 8 / -  (40p) a quarter on im ported corn, cam e as a bitter 
blow to the Surrey papers. Commenting on the m easure which represented  
an undeniable victory for the cause of free trade, the Chronicle said:
"All who wish the Government to continue in a 
situation hitherto productive of great serv ice  to the 
country must regard their present extra-ordinary  
course with pain. By their declarations respecting  
the Corn Laws they have weakened them selves in 
estranging many staunch friends, who yet supported 
them when they were suffering from the lukewarmness 
of their supporters. "*4
With Parliam ent's dissolution, the journal hoped that MPs would be returned
5who were pledged against any changes to the Corn Laws. * The Herald
even though it had roundly condemned the Adm inistration's "hasty policy"
6on foreign wheat, * nonetheless felt that the overall record of Lord
*1 Standard 3rd October 1840.
*2 Chronicle 31st December 1839. 
*3 Standard 3rd April 1840.
*4 Chronicle 11th May 1841.
*5 Chronicle 8th June 1841.
*6 Herald 29th May.
M elbourne's M inistry warranted the electors' continued support.#
But, the paper had already.foreseen the result of Whig agricultural 
policy: -
"They have undisguisedly pitted them selves against the 
landed interest of the country. Henceforth they wage 
open war with it, and their sm all majority w ill, 
consequently, on a new election, be found to have 
altogether deserted them. We regret such should be 
the case . . . we shall be condemned to suffer under 
a Tory administration rendered more permanent by 
the faults of their p red ecessors. "#2
The Cabinet's sudden conversion to free trade, was regarded by the 
public as " a m ere electioneering manoeuvre. "# N either was P eel forced  
into the position of appearing as the uncompromising defender of the 
existing corn law s. He sim ply reserved  his position, em phasising his 
b elief in protection for agriculture as well as in freer trade.#  P eel 
thus gained the support of many protectionists without com pletely  
alienating the free traders. Thb government itse lf , however, nursed the 
illusion that lo s se s  in the counties would be offset by gains in the boroughs. 
Yet the Corn Law proposals entirely failed to win popular radical support:
"it was more generally felt, even among Parliam entary  
radicals, that a liberal policy might come from P ee l, 
if prodded by his progressive follow ers, but never  
from the W higs."#5
Baring Wall, Guildford's Conservative MP, had already reached such a 
conclusion as to the prospects of change under either party, som e two 
years previously.
"Recollect what the practical result of a change of 
administration would be, " he wrote in July 1839,
"nothing shakes the power of the aristocracy in this 
country so much as perpetually recurring dissolutions.
You would have the Corn Laws, the Ballot, the 
Chartists to contend with . . .  My firm  conviction is ,  
that any change in the Government at the present.m om ent 
would advance the question of the Ballot and organic 
changes of every description, by many years. "#6
#1 Ibid 26th June.
#2 Ibid 22nd May.
#3 Halevy op cit Vol III p. 348.%
#4 B. Kemp: ’The General Election of 184l"in H istory 1952 p. 151.
#5 Ibid p. 152.
#6 Thoughts of Parliam entary Independence in a le tter  addressed to the
E lectors of Guildford 23rd July 1839, GL.
In accordance with his b e lie fs, Wall had been supporting M elbourne's 
M inistry during 1839; and in effect had switched his party allegiance. To 
justify his actions Wall published a long 29 page pamphlet*'*' to his 
constituents.
"Gentlemen", he began, "Toffer you no apology for 
having exercised  my own discretion in political m atters 
while endeavouring to serve you, as I trust I have 
done, honestly and fear lessly  in difficult tim es. No 
pledges were required, and none were given by me 
upon the hustings. In my addresses to you in my
speeches and conversation among you, I never ’,■■■
appeared in the character of a partisan. Some of you
may think m e vacillating in politics; I wish to
convince you that I am not so; and that . . .  I have
acted from principle alone in this as in preceding
Parliam ents. No one will venture to a ssert that
every Tory is  a Conservative, any m ore than every
Whig is  a Radical. In both parties men are voting
together who in reality entirely differ upon the m ost
essential points. There is  often m ore difference between
two men of the sam e party in the House of Commons, than
between those who belong to adverse ones . , . My notion
is  that parties were never intended to be m arshalled
after the passing of the Reform Bill as they were before . . .
keeping a party together is  no longer the duty it was . . . .
It seem s to me im possible that any administration can now 
be conducted on the same principles which regulated the 
government previously to that period. "*2
In a leading editorial, the Tim es disagreed with W all's contentions as to
the state of contemporary party p o litics, and called on him to surrender his
seat and stand for re-election . In conclusion the paper said ,
"if Mr. Baring Wall, however w ill not resign his seat 
at Guildford, he w ill, of course, in common decency 
shift his seat to the Melbourne side of the House of 
Commons, and then he w ill give the party whom he 
leaves behind him no further m olestation or 
perplexity. "*3 '
The Standard was a lso  very critica l of W all's actions and pamphlet. The
paper gave an interesting appraisal of a Tory MPs obligations to his
constituents. Whilst readily admitting that no formal pledges had been
*1 Ibid.
*2 Ibid pp 3-9.
*3 The Tim es 20th August 1839.
demanded of Wall or any other Conservative candidate at the la st election, 
the Standard continued,
"it is  not consistent with the constitutional notions of 
Conservative e lectors to fetter the representative 
of their sen tim en ts, opinions and princip les, by 
exacting from him definite pledges on any question, 
but it is  nevertheless perfectly c lear, that there 
exists an im plied compact between the representative  
and his constituents to the effect that his opinions 
harm onise and agree with theirs on important 
political questions - that, in fact, in essentia ls he 
thinks for them .* 1
What annoyed the Standard in particular was W all's stance in relation
to Ireland and Catholicism . Though Wall "rejoiced" in his open letter
that the Anglican Church p ossessed  so many advantages over its r ivals,
his description of the Church's strength affronted the clergy who were
depicted as
"11,000  gentlement dressed  in black, p rofessors of 
orthodoxy, dividing amongst them selves nearly four 
m illion pounds sterling per annum. "
There was a cynical tone as well to W all's affirmation of his own beliefs:
"l am attached to the tolerance and quiet of the 
Established Church," he said, " l a m a  
Protestant; but it is  reason and not revelation  
that has made me one".
Wall defended his liberal attitude to Ireland because he believed the
Catholic population had not received its fair share of patronage, and .
praised O'Connell's "pristine influence" over the country’ although he
disapproved of the latter's extrem ism  and violence. As for his vote in
favour of the grant to the Catholic college of Maynooth, Wall justified his
2action by pointing out that seven tenths of the Irish people were C atholic.*
The C ollege's grant was a .sen sitive  issu e  in Guildford. When a "Protestant 
A ssociation was establised in the town "for the express purpose of upholding 
the British Constitution in Church and State", objections were made to the 
use of public money in the maintainance of
"that m oral nuisance, the College of Maynooth . . .  
which inculcates principles of perjury, sedition, 
m urder, and the filth iest obscenity, upon the minds
*1 Standard 13th September;
*2 Wall op cit pp. 17-21 passim .
oi tnose wretched youths who are candidates for 
the Romish priesthood. "*1
Subsequently in an attempt to get the suppy of public funds ended, a
petition was sent to the Commons from "the Mayor and inhabitants" of
Guildford asking for an investigation of Maynooth's methods of instruction.
Such an enquiry suggested the petitioners, would substantiate their belief
that the College taught "idolatory, superstition and other abominations in
direct hostility  to the British constitution. "*
The Standard itse lf  evidently accepted the validity of such c la im s, calling  
the College:
"an institution which has laboured m ost sedulously  
since its foundation to dissem inate the persecuting  
and an ti-socia l doctrines of the worst days of popery, 
and to in still into the minds of an ignorant and 
excitable peasantry sentim ents of hatred against 
England and her institutions and inculcate upon them  
resistance to the law as a national virtue. "*3
But with Parliam ent renewing the C ollege's annual grant in both 1840
and 1841, the controversy remained a live. The Guildford Protestant
A ssociation continued its tirades against Popery, trying '
"to im press on the minds of all who have a regard for 
the welfare of their country, that with our Protestantism  
stands or falls everything we hold dear to us as men, 
as Britons, as Christians. "*4
The Chronicle on the other hand defended the grant as "a p iece of necessary
policy to avoid a greater evil" em phasising that the closure of Catholic
sem inaries in Ireland would only lead to th e  introduction of French trained  
5
p r ie s ts .*  N evertheless it was the opposing view-point which gained the wider
currency in Guildford at this tim e. The "British Society for Prom oting
the Religious P rincip les of the Reformation" meeting in the town during
August 1840 believed that the cry of "No Popery" had brought the British
nation "the b lessings of freedom , Christianity, a Constitution, and c iv il
6and religious liberty".* Guildford, in fact, seem ed to be fertile  ground 
for other Protestant so c ie ties , such as those for "the Propagation of the 
Gospel in Foreign Parts" for "Promoting Christianity amongst the Jews" 
and m ost recent of a ll, for "Promoting'the Due Observance of the Lord's
*1 Standard 5th January 1839. *5 Chronicle 30th June 1840.
*2 Ibid 2nd February. *6 Standard 22nd August.
*3 Ibid 29th March.
*4 Standard 5th January .
Day, " founded in  Decem ber 1839.* J’ Meanwhile the Guildford Protestant 
A ssociation kept up a regular attack on the Catholic Church at Sutton 
P lace , to the north of the town, through the columns of the Standard, with
appropriate theological retorts coming from Joseph Sidden, a m issionary
' 2 of Sutton P lace. *
Just as the Standard from 1837 to 1841 was frequently concerned with 
defending agriculture and A nglicanism , so the Chronicle often devoted 
itse lf  to the defense of the Corn and Poor Laws. The paper sum m arised its  
position in relation to the latter Act in two editorials in February 1838.
"It is  the fashion of Tory journals to cry down the New 
Poor Law Act as one of the basest of the Whig m easures, 
and to throw all the odium of the extrem e cases arising  
out.of its enactments on Lord Melbourne’s administration  
. . . It was not a Whig M easure - it was the act and deed 
of the United Parliam ent. By the new enactment re lie f  
is  now promptly afforded where relief is  necessary . The 
sick , the dying, the impotent, women and children, and 
the aged can obtain re lie f more certainly and promptly 
than they did under the old system  . . . The anti-Poor  
Law agitators have attempted to excite hostility to the 
Act . . . but when the proposition for its repeal was 
brought before the Representatives of the people, out 
of a House of 326 m em bers, only 17 could be found to 
support the efforts of the factious malcontents'. Now it 
cannot be said that the Whig M inistry forced a 'monstrous 
m easure' down the throats of the people. . . . The 
opposite side of the House must bear an equal portion 
of the stigm a. We admit that som e of the clauses may 
bear oppressively in their minor details, and may need  
purification; but to its general operation, England is  
indebted. "*3
The second article  expanded on these "minor details".
"The outcry against the system ,"  claim ed the paper, "is 
in 99 ca ses out of 100, made by parties interested in 
abuses, and who are desirous to return to the old system  
of jobbing. The new law has in alm ost all cases worked 
beneficially; its effect has been to raise the condition of 
the labourer, and render him m ore independent . .  . We 
repeat, where abuses exist they should be investigated  
and rem edied. "*4
*1 Standard 6th December 1839.
*2 The debate was especially  heated in March and April of 1840. 
*3 Chronicle 2nd February 1838.
*4 Ibid 3rd April.
/ is  m e lneiiecxuai nature 01 iVieiDourne's administration becam e more  
apparent, at the end of the decade the two Whig papers took to denigrating 
the Tory party m ore often. The Chronicle commented on how the 
"reforming temper" of the tim es had forced the Conservatives to acknowledge 
the necessity  of changes in Church and State, but warned:
"the leopard cannot change its spots . .'. Toryism , however 
diversified in name and disguised by profession, still 
ex ists as of yore, and only wants the opportunity to 
work dangerously against the freedom of the country. "*1
Aside from such invective, the Chronicle admitted that a Tory return to
office was a likely prospect.
"When this government breaks up and the Tories get in" 
said the paper, "there will be an end to a ll further 
Reform . . .  When the Conservatives do come into power 
which we trust will be two or three years yet, they w ill 
be in a very different position to what they were twelve 
years ago. They will be no longer persons of the sam e  
political character; and when it was said on the passing  
of the Reform Bill that the Tories had gone out for ever, 
no expression could have been more correct . ... As the 
chameleon takes its color from the surrounding tints, 
so must the Tory regulate his state of our institutions.
They must adm inister their government on the basis  
of the Reform B ill. "*2
As the 1841 Election approached, the paper's underlying doubts about
3
the Whigs' prospects became increasingly apparent.* It came as no. 
surprise when the Conservatives emerged from the Election with a Commons 
m ajority of 78, although in Guildford the Tories lo st a seat through the 
defection of Baring Wall to the Whigs. In the country at large , there was 
som e tailing off.of interest in the E lections, gauging by the number of 
contests, which were down to 170 from an 1837 figure of 219. West Surrey's 
representation for instance, had reached a stage of uneasy equilibrium  
between the two parties, and for the first tim e since 1820 there was no 
General Election contest in 1841. A tacit agreement of sorts seem s to have 
existed between the rival groups, with West Surrey's seats being shared  
between them .
The first indication that either party was feeling the strain of the se r ie s  
of hard fought contests in West Surrey following Reform, cam e in 1840.
In July of that year the Whigs declined to put a candidate forward for the_____
*1 Chronicle 21st April 1840.
❖2 Chronicle"2 3rd December.
*3 Ibid e. g. 29th June 1841.
vacancy created by the elevation of the Tory MP Captain G. J. Perceval 
to the House of L ords, on the death of his father, Lord Arden. At a 
m eeting to chose a Tory representative, Charles Barclay suggested that 
the lack of Whig opposition was because the Conservatives had boosted  
their majority through attention to registration. A resolution was 
unanimously passed ,
"That John Trotter Esq. of Epsom, by his long 
experience in public business, by his constant 
attention to the in terests of the county as a 
m agistrate, and by his uniform support of our 
Agricultural Institutions has shown h im self to be 
well qualified to fill the vacancy in the representation  
in this division of the county. "*1
The Standard was naturally exultant at what it regarded as a m anifestation  
of Conservative strength. Commenting on the absence of any Whig 
challenge for the vacated seat the paper proclaimed:
"This is  a great and proud triumph, especially  when 
we consider the desperate nature of the election  
contests which we were form erly in the habit of 
w itnessing for West Surrey. De,ep m ust be the 
conviction of their weakness, when the W hig-Radicals 
of fhat division shrink from a contest . . . But now 
they look upon defeat as so inevitable that they 
avoid even the sem blance of a contest. "*2
Apparently P . J. Locke King, Surrey's High Sheriff in 1840, had been
spoken of as a Whig candidate, but the Whig County papers never raised
the possib ility  of such a challenge. The Herald and the Chronicle both
covered Trotter’s unopposed election at Guildford in m id-July, but
maintained a diplomatic silence as to the lack of opposition. With Trotter,
dubbed "the Surrey Farm er", enjoying a w alk-over, the nomination caused
little  in terest in the town. The occasion w itnessed speeches by Trotter
and his Conservative supporters on the usual them es in favour of the Church,
3
the Monarchy, the Constitution, and the Corn L aw s.*
Subsequently the Standard called on voters to reject Denison at the next 
election. The paper said it had hoped that the Whigs' "m is-rule" would 
have persuaded Denison to withdraw his support from M elbourne's 
administration
*1 Standard 11th July 1840.
*2 Ibid
*3 Chronicle 21st July 1840 and Herald 25th July.
"We confess we have been disappointed, and therefore  
are bound to disregard all associations of respect, and 
boldly proclaim  that Mr. Denison is  no longer a fitting  
member for West Surrey. He neither represents the 
feelings or in terests of his constituents; and although 
individually he p rofesses to be an adherent to the 
maintainance of the Corn Laws, he yet upholds in all 
other respects a party who are insidiously undermining 
the fabric of agricultural prosperity and continue to 
assa il every institution held dear by the English farm er. "*1
But as the 1841 General Election got underway, no such Tory challenge
m aterialised , much to the displeasure of the Tim es which picked out
West Surrey as an example of a constituency where not enough was being
done to further the Conservative cause.
"Only "errors of com m ission or om ission in its  
appointed servants, " the Tim es declared could 
prevent "the great cause of Conservatism , supported 
as it is  by all that is  upright and intelligent in the 
nation, " from proceeding "triumphantly to its  
destined goal - the command of official power through­
out the empire . . .  We are sure that for the great and 
important district of West Surrey twice as much might *
still be achieved as has yet at least publicly been 
prop osed ."
To partner Trotter, it was suggested that Mr. J. Hope, who owned "the
finest estate" within the County and who had just been defeated at G loucester,
2should be invited to contest the division.* In the event no one em erged to 
dispute Denison's claim s for re-election . Local intelligence had always 
recognised that this was likely  to be the case . In mid-June a farm er had 
written to the Standard stressin g  that Denison was on "very friendly term s"
f
with many leading Conservatives and that none would therefore oppose h im ,*' 
Somewhat belatedly the Tim es rea lised  that Hope would not allow h im self to 
be nominated "in opposition to his friend Mr. Denison. "*^
At the E lection, Denison was proposed by the form er West Surrey Liberal
MP, John Leech, who alluded to the Conservative's "immature alliance"
with the Chartists and felt that the T ories would be forced to govern on
liberal principles by "the intelligence" of the country. Trotter was again
nominated by Charles Barclay who observed that recent contests had been
so close  in W est Surrey that it was "wise" for both parties not to have
*1 Standard 6th March 1841. (At the beginning of the year the paper had 
been taken over by the Sussex Agricultural Express but retained its  
identity as a section within the latter journal). _
*2 The Tim es 3rd July.
*3 Standard 19th June.
*4 Tim es 7th July.
governm ent's m easures on sugar and tim ber, but not on corn, 
wished there could be free trade throughout the world. Justifying his 
vote against, the W higs’ fixed duty on corn, he considered that such 
leg islation  would throw marginal land out of cultivation and the people 
subsisting on these areas would be thrown back on the Poor Laws for  
support. His other "strong" objection to a low import duty was that 
Britain, as a great nation, should not becom e reliant for its  corn on other 
countries. F inally Denison referred to his support for the ballot and 
for household suffrage. The proceedings were quickly concluded. As 
the Tim es reporter noted, "there was very little  bustle in the town, and 
the election passed  off m ore quietly than an ordinary m arket-day". The 
event, the paper felt:
" r e f le c t s  no credit on the Conservative party that they 
should have suffered so  good an opportunity to escape  
of ousting th e  Whig candidate Mr. Denison. That 
such would have been the result is  considered here alm ost 
a m atter of certainty, and thus would have gained two 
votes for the C onservatives. "*1
The Chronicle naturally disagreed with this assessm ent suggesting that
plans had been abandoned to force a contest because "there was little
2
chance of ousting the County's well tried representative."* Indeed the 
Tories would probably have failed in any attempt to unseat Denison, a 
m illionaire and Surrey MP for over twenty years. The la tter 's position  
was further butt ressed  not so much by any general la rg esse  on h is part, 
but by the wide respect accorded him as a moderate Whig and by his • 
friendship with the County's Tory e lite . Thus with Denison in command of 
one seat / and with the L iberals having failed on two occasions within the 
previous six  years to oust the Conservat ives from the other, it was in the 
in terests of both parties to avoid another expensive contest. The position was 
one of sta le-m ate which the Whigs had tacitly  acknowledged the previous 
year on P erceval's accession  to a peerage, and which the T ories were now 
forced to accept at the 1841 Election.
*1 Ibid.
*2 Chroncile 13th July.
b) The 1841 Guildford Contest
In contrast to the stalem ate in West Surrey, the situation in the 
Guildford Borough, was even more fluid than normal, the town w itnessing  
its  first four-cornered contest since the defeat of the two anti-Reform  
candidates ten years previously. On that occasion Baring Wall was one 
of the Tories who had failed to gain re-election . Now, however, "eager 
beyond m easure that the Reform Act should rea lise  the first expectations
and hopes of the country ," Wall sought a seat in the Commons as a Whig. **
2 . .Ross Donnerly Mangles* had sim ilar aspirations and had somewhat taken
the Guildford electors be surprise" at the beginning of 1841, when he
suddenly presented h im self as a candidate after fourteen years' absence  
3in India.* At about the sam e time it became known that a directorship
of the East India Company had fallen vacant. The Standard saw these two
apparently separate events as being no unconnected and argued that Mangles
4needed to become an MP if he were to aspire to a directorship.* Mangles
and Wall were opposed by Yorke Scarlett, seeking re-election , and by a
5second Conservative, Henry Currie of West H orsley .*
W all's first address to the electors in early June was along and rambling
affair. He did, however, applaud the notion of a fixed duty on corn as
"the only plan" which would afford agriculture the "protection to which I
6
think it justly entitled. "* Wall declared: .
"I am no advocate of rash, violent or ill-con sid ered  m easures  
of Reform - I wish rather to avert the n ecessity  or 
organic change by showing the people that they can 
obtain without it, those b lessings of unrestricted  
interchange of comm odities.and of cheap provisions, 
which to the Industrious c la sse s  I believe to be of 
the m ost vital importance. "
He also depicted h im self as a supporter of the prerogatives of the Crown.
"I stand before you in 1841 as I did in 1819 - A plain 
County gentleman - Deriving my fortune from the 
land. And interested personally in its prosperity -
*1 Wall op cit p. 20.
*2 He was the son of Jam es M angles, Guildford's MP from 1831-1837.
Ross ultim ately became chairman of the East India Company .
*3 Standard 30th January.
*4 Ibid 13th February.
*5 Currie had banking in terests in London.
*6 P oster  dated 8th June. Squibs CPL.
but while England holds the proud situation she 
now does . . .  I w ill be no party to forcing upon 
the Crown other M inisters. "
In conclusion Wall continued studiously to avoid any mention of party
as such and again invoked the w ill of the monarchy as being the prim e
force in favour of the general good.
"Let every many exercise  his Franchise freely , and to 
his H eart's content - Cheap provisions, Steady p r ices,
Com m ercial and Agricultural Prosperity (for who will 
dare say the. one is  not inseparably linked with the 
other) are now within your grasp. Answer the call 
your sovereign makes to you, by returning as your * 
R epresentatives, Friends of the P eop le . 11
W all's defection to the Whigs was not the only dark cloud under which the
Guildford Tories had to labour. At the end of October 1840, W illiam
Sparkes, senior partner of the Guildford Bank, committed suicide by
drowing h im self in the Wey.*^ The Bank's dealings were suspended and
it was found that a sse ts  only amounted to £70, 000 as against £200, 000 in
debts. Sparkes, who had been the town's mayor on four occasions - m ore
tim es than any of his contem poraries - was '■'completely idolised" by 
2the inhabitants.* Called the "King of Guildford", he was the dominating 
personality in the Corporation and was the acknowledged leader of the 
Tory faction within the Borough. The Bankrupcy proceedings w ere a 
protracted affair and were continuing at the tim e of the 1841 E lection.
The first Court hearing took place in a room crowded with many loca l 
people, their strained faces betraying anxieties as to the fate of their  
savings. The shock waves from Sparkes' death were a long tim e in subsiding  
in Guildford. The Conservatives were c learly  shaken by the sudden dem ise  
of their principal spokesman, and John Sm allpiece, a Tory law yer, publicly 
denied suggestions that his party's strength in the town mainly depended
3
on Sparkes' "extraordinary influence".*
Sparkes was one personality mentioned by an "independent Reformer" in
a long verse  addressed to the "uncompromising and Independent E lectors of 
it 4Guildford * in an allusion to the Tory's domination of the Corporation.
*1 Sparkes was also a coach proprietor, operating a serv ice  to London.
*2 Standard 31st October 1840.
*3 Ibid
*4 Squib G3291 GM.
uYe Loyal Sons of Guildford lis t  to me 
Be slaves no m ore, thy Franchise makes thee Free 
. . . Stand to you Country, Freem an .'.1 now's the hour 
To hurl defiance at Tyrannic power 
Tell B illy Bung,*1 that his day is  gone by,
His vital "spark" has fled, h is hour drawns nigh 
. . .  And yet he dares to threaten those who se ll  
His sour sw ipes, with vengance black as hell,
If they should vote for any, save that Harlot,
That "Prostitute Political" called S(carlet)t
Whose 'Recreament Father1 - Proteus of his tribe
F ir st W hig-ere swallowed he the Tory bribe*2 (
Brings forth this "whiskered Bantling" of his race
To cast on Guildford's Freem en dire disgrace . . .
But True-born Freem en heed not B illy 's voice  
Rally round MANGLES-WALL your Borough's choice  
Oh', save the mark, here's C(urri)e, who would keep 
Giving you dear bread friends, instead of cheap 
. . . On the Hustings - Cheap Bread be your cry  
Think of your homes - Hurra', for Victory'.'.
The poor man's friend demands your ready voice  
Rush to the P oll and thunder Guildford's choice 
No 0(nslo)w,Ii(aydo)n, S(m allpiec)e, E(liki)ns, then 
Nor all the Tory tribe dare m eet such men 
So nobly thus stand forth, in Freedom 's cause,
Their country's champions, against Tyrant's Law s."
But of the four Guildford candidates in 1841, Baring Wall was predictably
the subject of m ost personal attacks.
"Supporters of our very dear friend Mr. Wall, " wrote 
one of his opponents sarcastica lly , "be not alarm ed at , 
your melancholy position. We have just received a 
letter  from our dear friend and Ally Mr. Daniel 
O'CONNELL, to assure us that he has reserved a 
SNUG IRISH BOROUGH, for his nominee MR. WALL - 
which will enable him to represent the m inority of 
Guildford quite as well as he had done for some 
years past. "*3
A second satire, seem ingly inspired by the n’ame of Mangles' East
India Company supporters - John Crow - was entitled "The New Jim
4Crow's Guildford Song". *
"When I went to Parliam ent 
About four years ago 
I would not have my hands tied  
Oh'..no, no, no.
*1 Refering to William Elkins, a brewer and a leading Tory m em ber  
of the Corporation.
*2 Referring to Yorke Scarlett's father, Lord Abinger, who had been 
a Whig at the beginning of his political career.
*3 P oster P F /G F D /10.7/SAS.
*4 Squib GM.
He got the Money Shop* l 
I thought dat by my turning 
I perhaps might git a chop
So now w e'll try to coax dem 
Wid som e of cousin's tin 
If they w ill but swallow it 
Why then w e'll WALL dem in."
Barely anything that Wall said or did escaped som e hostile  c r it ic ism .
: 2
His post-canvass address was no exception. Published as a hand-bill* ,
3
it prompted his opponents to print their own version .*
"I have canvassed Guildford as I have never
canvassed it before" he said. "TRUE", responded
the cynics, "but he might have said "I never had
such hard work or found it so expensive, nor
with such doubtful resu lts. " Although "Unaccompanied
by any of the great aristocrats of the town" continued
Wall, "I found a hearty welcom e and triumphant su ccess •
among the le s s  favoured c la sse s  in your Borough".
His opponents retorted "DISGUSTING. This sneer at his old friends is
in shocking bad ta s te ," and referred to one of W all's early experiences
in the Borough as Lord Grantley's nominee when he had to be accompanied
by supporters to protect him from unfriendly crowds. W all's contention
that "I have seen alm ost every voter who wished to see  me" produced the
predictable comment: "TRUE But m ost of the respectable inhabitants
turned from me with contempt. " *
In his own poster, Wall expressed pleasure at the outcome of his canvass:
"The result has been a deep conviction that the m ajority  
of those entrusted with the E lective Franchise, are in 
f avour of the principles of P rogressive Reform, which 
shall produce substantial relief to the Industrious and 
Working c la s se s , already hard p ressed  by those 
restrictive  m easures which have been allowed too long 
to fetter the energies and cripple the resources of this 
Great Em pire. "
Continuing his appeal to the low er section of the town's society , he 
said,
*1 W all's cousin, Sir F . T. Baring became Whig Chancellor of the 
Exchequer in August 1839.
*2 P oster  G3304; Handbill G6108 GM.
*3 Handbill P F /G F D /108 GM.
”1 have never turned a deaf ear to the w ishes or 
the wants of a Guildford Man, and have endeavoured 
to prove m yself on all occasions the Friend of the 
People and the P oor . In the struggle which is  about 
to commence it is  on their exertions I rely.
I w ill fight for you to the la st, and conjure you - 
unimtimidated by any man - by what you owe to your 
Queen, to your country and to yourselves, to win 
the battle as you can, and as you ought - and as in 
my conscience I believe that you w ill. *1
In contrast to this vague, emotive appeal from W all, Yorke Scarlett was
: 2
far m ore p recise  in defining is su e s .*  The e lectors, contended Scarlett
had to decide
"whether this country is  to be governed by the 
shifting and uncertain Policy of the M inisters or 
by the more statesm an like views of Sir Robert pEEL „ - — - — —  = — — —
On the Corn Laws, Scarlett said:-
"Believing Agriculture and the land to be the main stays 
of this Country generally, and of your Borough particularly,
I cannot consent for the purpose of giving a temporary 
advantage to the Manufacturing, to place the Landed Interest 
in jeopardy. I shall, therefore, vote against a renewal of 
the Government schem e of a fixed duty; my object being 
to give, not an exorbitant.but a fair Protection to 
Agriculture. "
"With regard to the Poor Laws, " he continued, "I do 
not think it would be a benefit to the Poor to revert to the 
Old Law; but I do think the New admits of many .
m odifications , by which OUT-DOOR RELIEF may be 
afforded to the Infirm , Aged and Widows, and such 
tim ely aid may be saved from utter and hopeless 
destitution." Scarlett concluded his platform with 
critic ism s of the training given at Maynooth College 
and with an expression of support for the Crown and 
Established Church.
Henry C urrie, describing h im self as an "independent candidate", expanded
3
the Tory position on these them es.*
"I am a consistent Conservative. In loyalty to our gracious 
Queen, and in attachment to our PROTESTANT CHURCH,
I will yield  to ho Man.
*1 W all's Poster/H andbill op cit dated 16th June 1841.
*2 Scarlett's address to the Guildford E lectors, Pamphlet dated 8th
June P F /G F D /119  SAS.
*3 C urrie's A ddress, dated 4th February on becoming a Conservative 
candidate. G3292 CM,
I am opposed to all organic changes, such a s  the 
Ballot, Triennial Parliam ents, and Universal Suffrage; 
but I am equally opposed to all Abuses in Church and 
State, and will support any tem perate M easures of 
Reform, particularly all reasonable plans for the 
improvement and religious Education of the Lower 
C lasses .
l am adverse to an alteration of the Corn Laws, and will 
.never consent to any schem e which has not for its  
fundamental arrangement, the Protection of the 
Agricultural Interest. "
The opposing W hig-radical viewpoint was expounded by R oss D. M angles,
". . .  I do not believe,"  he asserted , " that any human 
institutions are so perfect as to be incapable of 
improvement. I think that we are n ecessarily  better 
judges than our ancestors could be, of the wants of 
our own generation. I am not disposed to allow that 
any body of men is  better qualified to govern the 
educated Classes of this country, than those c la sse s  are  
to govern them selves.
Upon these grounds, and being persuaded that there is  far 
greater danger in the existence of abuses , than from  
any rational m easures of correction, I am a REFORMER.
And I have so firm  a reliance - under Providence - on the 
good se n se , moderation, and justice of that great body - 
the middle and industrious c la sse s  - that all arguments 
against improvement founded on the ex cesses  which 
have been committed in other lands by the mistaken  
or pretended friends of liberty , appear to me to be 
altogether futile.
With these convictions I am m ost anxious to add to the 
strength of the c la sse s  above mentioned, and thereby to 
the safety of the community by filling up the gulf which 
now separates them from their humbler brethren. This 
can be effected only by imparting to the latter the largest  
possib le amount of useful education, in which religion  
ought to have the first, but by no means the only place.
The want of such education, resulting in the extrem e  
separation to which I have alluded, and in the consequent 
want of sympathy between the working c la sse s  and their  
im m ediate em ployers, exposes the peace and happiness 
of society  to m ore danger, than all other causes put 
together . . .  "*1
*1 Mangles notice of standing for election, 22nd June SAS 
PF/G FD /109 GM.
Another post-canvass address of M angles, included in addition, what he 
called  "the m ost important subjects of Trade and Taxation". He cr itic ised  
the government m easure to lower the duty of sugar, as not going far 
enough. Coffee, he reminded the e lectors, charged 6d (2|-p) duty a 
pound instead of l /7 d  (8p) now raised six  to seven tim es the revenue it 
had done at the old rate. The same principles he argued should be 
applied to "Sugar, Tea, Tobacco and to all the great n ecess itie s  and 
comforts of life" . He thus carefully avoided actually mentioning corn 
in his l is t  of stap les. F inally, Mangles enunciated a sim ilar attitude 
to the Poor Laws, as his Conservative rival Scarlett.
"Whilst, I approve the principle of that measure"  
explained Mangles "as tending to real and permanent 
benefit of the working c la sse s  . . .  I will do my utmost 
to obviate all harshness in the working of the system  . . .
Out-door re lie f should not be denied to the aged of 
either sex  or even to the able-bodied who may be 
visited  with sickness or d istress m anifestly of a 
tem porary nature. "
Yet a third address dealt so le ly  with free trade. Written by John Crow, 
for twenty years a c iv il servant in the East India Company, it em phasised  
Mangles' disappointment over the reaction against Reform. The issu e  of 
"Cheap Bread", it was hoped, would rev ita lise  the reform movem ent. 
Asking whether the voters wanted to submit to a monopoly or to fight for 
Free Trade, Crow reminded them that Mangles had been advocating a 
reduction in the sugar duty long before the government's inadequate ‘ 
m easure.
"Sincerely hoping, " he concluded "that by the aid of 
the talented individual you are now about to send to 
Parliam ent, you will shortly be drinking cheap co ffee , 
sweetened with cheaper sugar, while you calm ly  
settle  the affairs of a great and powerful nation on 
that cheapest of principles 'Everyman h is own 
legislator'"  *2
The tactics of the Conservatives in Guildford were to attack the Whigs, 
and Mangles in particular, on the free trade issu e . One poster, entitled  
"NO HUMBUG" asked the e lectors:-
*1 P oster  dated 14th June G3298 GM.
*2 A reference to Mangles belief that "the people" w ere quite able
to govern them selves and that such bodies as the Poor Law Boards 
should be abolished.
"Do you wish to be deceived by false prom ises?
If you do vote for those who prom ise cheap bread 
and sugar. In the first place the Government 
them selves say sugar would be but the farthing per  
pound cheaper ; and if their fixed duty schem e were  
put upon corn, it would make BREAD DEARER in 
tim es of scarcity , and make WAGES LESS, and 
throw numbers out of work. "*1
A sim ilar tract, headed in bold letters - "BREAD AND JUDGE FOR 
YOURSELVES"*2 demanded: -
"if the M inistry really believed it was and is  right 
and n ecessary  to repeal the Corn Laws ..WHY HAVE 
THEY (with the power in their hands) NEGLECTED 
TO DO SO when they had a commanding majority in 
the House of Commons?
Why have they delayed for ten years to propose what 
they might have carried ten years ago, until the 
tim e when they knew they could not do so?"
But the T ories were not alone in entertaining doubts as to the m otives 
behind the Whigs' sudden conversion to Corn Law reform . The resolution  
of a Chartists m eeting at Nottingham in May, received due publicity in 
Guildford as the Borough's own contest approached.
"We are of the opinion, " proclaim ed the poster, "that 
the Government Move for a REPEAL of the Corn 
Laws is  intended to ra ise  popular opinion in favour of 
the Whigs, in order that they may ride back to power 
on the shoulders of the People, whom they will here  
after basely deceive. "*3
For Guildford Tories to u tilise  Chartist propaganda in this manner was
unusual indeed.
The Conservatives countered the Whigs' cry of free trade and cheap bread,
by stressin g  that low wages would result from repeal of the Corn L aw s.
One Tory tract examined the interest of various c la sse s  in relation to
4free trade in wheat. * Many farm labourers, for instance, it argued 
would lo se  their job because the price of corn would fall so  much that
*1 P oster  PF/G FD /121 SAS.
*2 P oster  P F /G F D /120 SAS. ■
*3 P oster  entitled Chartist Meeting P F /G F P /113  SAS.
*4 P oster  headed Repeal of the Corn Laws P G /G F D /114 SAS.
m arginal land would no longer be cultivated. M anufacturers, on the other 
hand, could low er wages and therefore become m ore com petitive abroad.
The poster concluded:
MIt is  not by lowering the rate of wages that any Workmen 
or Labourer w ill be benefitted. This, a repeal of the 
Corn Laws must do to a great extent; and it is  upon 
this that the m ost urgent clam ourers for cheap bread 
found as their reason for wishing for an alteration of 
the present system . ” '
The Conservatives brought together all the arguments against any Change
in the duty on corn, in one long lis t , and published it as being the work
1of "a manufacturer” . * Labelled "A Few Reasons Against any Alteration  
in the Corn L aw s” it was in fact a very detailed document, with no point 
omitted that might strengthen their case. Repeal of the Laws would 
allegedly decrease the wages of both mechanic and labourer; ruin 
home trade in manufactured goods; leave the farm er and landlord with 
le s s  money to spend in com munities like Guildford; put Britain at the m ercy  
of foreign countries, especially  in tim es of war; and drain gold from '
Britain. To underline the importance of the farming in te r e s t , various 
facts were emphasised: - that three-quarters of Britain !s population 
derived their living from agriculture; that the agricultural c la sse s  paid 
nearly £6|- m illions a year in taxes, whilst manufacturing and trade 
paid le s s  than one third of this; that agricultural produce of Britain amounted 
to £246 m illions a year, manufactures to only £148 m illions; and that 
the agricultural interest has as just a right to protection as the manufacturing 
in terest. In conclusion, the writer argued that the country's prosperity  
as a whole,m ainly depended on the prosperity of agriculture, because those  
engaged in farming provided an important market for industry. "Repeal” 
he warned in som bre tones, "would turn our-Corn F ields into barren  
w astes and our v illages into Union W orkhouses. ”
Despite this preoccupation with the Corn Laws in Guildford, the Chronicle 
felt that as the dissolution of Parliam ent approached, in terest in 
m odifications to the duty on wheat, was "fading from the public mind” . 
According to the paper, the chief concern in Surrey and the adjoining 
counties had become finance, especially  the state of government revenue 
and the relative taxation under the W hig-Tory adm inistrations. Naturally,
*1 Poster  P F/G FD /115 SAS
the Chronicle pronounced the Whigs' financial management to be the 
superior, because "they econom ised the econom ies of their pred ecessors  
and retrenched when a Tory government had declared that retrenchment 
could be carried no further11.*'*'
In Guildford, the Conservatives issued  a detailed analysis of the ten years
of Tory finances from 1821-1831, in comparison with that of the Whigs 
2from 1831-1841 .* The statement began:-
" T h e  Whigs have taken off certain taxes it is  vauntingly 
repeated by certain of their adherents . . . but this 
m erely  opens the question whether their reductions 
of taxation have been w ise and judicious ones and as 
liberal and extensive as they ought to have been. For  
le t it be rem em bered, Taxation ought to be constantly 
experiencing reductions; with a population at home 
increasing . . . twenty m illions of people all consuming 
and paying duties on Tea, Sugar, Malt and Wine, ought 
to yield  a far larger revenue than 16 m illions d id .11
At the end of a full exposition of finances under the T ories from 1821-
1831, it was concluded that the latter had decreased taxation by an average
of £ l.J-millions a year over the ten years, had left a surplus of £2|- m illions
in 1830, and had lowered the National Debt. After an appraisal of the
balance sheets for the period of Whig rule, on the other hand, it was
deduced that taxes rem itted by them were partly offset by the im position
of new duties, and that a surplus in 1831 disappeared when weighted against
the far greater deficit of £2j  m illions for the 1841 financial year. As a
conclusion to this intricate piece of accountancy the question was posed in
regard to the Whigs.
MIs it not time that this m ost extraordinary bungling 
was brought to a close?  And ought not every elector
seriou sly  to take these things into his consideration,
before he gives his vote at the E lec tio n .1'
The Tim es could only agree, and expressed indignation that the Whigs 
should be utilizing the current financial deficiency as a justification for 
their retention of office - they purportedly being the so le party with a
3
feasib le solution to the problem .*
*1 Chronicle 22nd June.
*2 P oster  GM
*3 The Times 8th July.
The issu es  at the Guildford Election were sum m arised in two opposing 
p osters. Both of these were interesting because of the way their partisan  
arguments were pitched at a national level as opposed to a purely local 
one. M oreover the emphasis was totally on party p o litics, with p o licies  
rather than personalities being concentrated on. The T ories were the 
first to print a l is t  of their opponents' short com ings, with the Whigs' 
rejoinder being somewhat le s s  convincing..*’*' (See F ig. 11 ).
The week prior to the Guildford contest, the Borough Conservative
A ssociation met to hear its candidates. In one speech a M r/N orton
em phasised how nGod's word’1 should be the b asis of all government, and
that by separating man and wife in the work-houses the administration
had broken the principles of "right government".* The Poor Laws were
also attacked by the Standard, in an attempt to sway the voters from the
low er c la s se s . "During the last ten years of Whig m isrule" , a sserted  the
paper, "the poor man has gradually been sinking into wretchedness and
d istress " with the "obnoxious clauses"of the Poor Laws conveying him "to
„ 3a fate fit only for crim inals . *
At this late state of the campaign too, an anti-catholic poster was issued ,
labelling Wall and Mangles as "supporters of Popery" . Under a large
heading of "No Popery" many aspects of Catholic dogma were denounced.
The long tract concluded:-
"E lectors, Remember that slavery and Popery have 
been, and ever will be, inseparable. With the Church 
of Rome you can form no compact, no treaty, no 
com prom ise. You must subdue that odious power, 
or consent to becom e its victim . And you should ever
bear in mind, the golden maxim of the ever-glorious
ELIZABETH - 'There can be no Peace with Rome'.'^4.
This tactic of portraying Wall and Mangles as "the abettors of Popery, "
coming as it did within five days of the date set for nominations, may have
represented the T ories's la st and possib ly despairing attempt to
ensure the contest was resolved in their favour. In addition there survives
one other p iece of anti-Catholic propaganda which circulated in Guildford.
*1 P oster G3361 and G3466 GM.
*2 Standard 26th June 1841.
*3 Ibid. "
*4 P oster dated 24th June. Squibs CPL. ^
FIG. 11 ANTI-WHIG PROPAGANDA:GUILDFORD ELECTION 1841
AND
Who before they come into Office, promised Economy andl,*,,.^
Retrenchment? j T h e  W I I I O S .
Who when they got into Office in time of Peace, 'I*creaso^ |r |i | |0  ‘W i l l .© I f f
our yearly Expenditure and the National Debt? 
Who promised to govern without Patronage ? T l i c  W H 1 G N .
WtuLafterwards tilled the Country with Commissioners nndlm .. 
" ^ em en , for the sake of Patronage ? - J ^
thened us with a Borough Rate? 
Who passed the New Poor Law ? -
T h e  W l l l t t S ,  
V h e W H I O H ,
Who endeavoured to carry it out with all its h a r d s h i p s , ^  u r n t r i t t  
refusing Out-door Reliof, &c. ? - -  . ( i n e n m w * .
Who, but fo r  the Tories, would have fixed their Poor E n w " l W ' i l h g a i a ' .  
Commissioners on the Country for Ten Years more? J
W ho after giving Twenty millions to free the Slaves, wan ted] 1^ 1 ^  V P1I.1C38* 
to introduce Sugar, the produce of Slavery ? J - *
Who led us into a protracted War with China, uml l V l I I f t i l ,
increased the price o f Tea? - J *
Who to pay for that War, wanted to put a fixed Duty ol,W if |e  
Com? -  -  - - - - -  J
W I I I O S .
W ho are endeavouring to lower the Laborers’ Wages with *}rgt»i e  WHULCHI# 
ctap-trap cry of Cheap Bread?
Who are endeavoring to ruin (he Agricultural Iotgr®*** "WP8BEOS*
consequently the TOW N OF G UILDFOlU)? J
RtiMtlU, P i inttr*, UnlM'titul. *“
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ilJISTIOIS & ANSWERS
F^MshGd for the Especial Benefit of th©
WI® while In office Increased the National Debtl*™^ wvwamat 
firohi ^26O,0d0;0OO to £ 8 0 0 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0  ? j™ °
Who led os into War with France, and America,
% which hottdng was gained either in the i™._ m M M gi 
W®y of Commercial advantage, or Nati-
■ malJmmr:?' . v v * . >. . . ;
The TORIES I
The TORIES!
Who opposed for more than 20 Years the 
Emancipation of the Slaves, and when 
they thought it would serve their purpose 
turned round Md PM O ^JSSSED U tbeihe
,.:rJHmds of the Negro ? .. . .
Who hy their cowardly desertion ofTurkeyi 
forced on us the late Eastern'.War ? ' - . j
Sffeo Burthened us with an enormous Borough! Th@ TORT 
Rate? • . > . ' . ITowaOomacffl
«8Who are endeavouring to ruin the Agricultural Interest and
consequently the Town of Guildford ?”
*• f i i  TO iM Esn
By refusing to act on the principles of Free Trade, thereby
depriving our Manufacturers (who are the Agriculturists9
largest customers) of their best Markets.
Electors o f G uildford, will yon Vote for
■ Mpmrlett and C u rr ie the T ory C andidates?
J¥W>f—yon will shew them that you are no longer
©iteyes, fey Votingfor
wfco nre the men that promote
1841.
T rade waA
(AND9SWS, PRINTER.
O.0J4M
Printed by the Protestant A ssociation in London, it was int.ended for general 
distribution and warned of the progress of popery since 1837, through 
the influence of papists in Parliam ent. "Popery is  unchanged and 
unchangeable'/ the poster declared. "She is  the author of the inquisition, 
the ancient persecutor of the Church of God. Grants from the public 
treasury which the A ssociation considered were supporting Popery, came 
in for particular cr itic ism .
The nominations were heard on 29th June. Mangles was proposed by one 
of the town's leading D issenters B. K. Finnam ore, who alluded to the 
Whig candidates as being the "true" Conservatives . Mangles enlarged on 
this, them e, stressin g  that he had always been a reform er and opponent 
of abuses, which, when removed did not destroy the Constitution but 
strengthened it. The four contestants reiterated their positions. Wall 
said that though he had form erly advocated the Tory case , he was so convinced 
of the beneficial results of the 'Liberal government for the community at 
large, that he felt bound to give the-M inistry his support. Scarlett 
expressed his devotion to the Queen, to the extent of laying down his life  
in support of the throne if necessary . He felt bound to oppose the M inistry, 
he said, not from any factious m otive, but from a belief that they would 
consent to m easures tending to destroy the Established Church. Currie 
approved of the Poor Laws principle, but registered  his opposition
2to many of its deta ils, pledging h im self to remedy these if elected . *
The polling which then ensued, resulted in a decisive victory for the two 
L iberals. Ross M angles, at his first attempt, led the poll with 242 votes 
followed by Wall with 221. Scarlett and Currie could only manage 177 and 
152 votes respectively . The only group favouring the Tory candidates to 
the Whigs, were the professions. The L iberal's victory was based on the 
solid support of the group of ordinary craftsm en, retailers and businessm en. 
Before the contest,'th e Standard had predicted:
"that the Conservative candidates w ill be supported '
by all the m ost respectable portion of the inhabitants, 
while the only aid the radical candidates will obtain
*1 Squibs op cit.
*2 Chronicle 6th July.
w ill be that furnished by the low er c la s s e s . Not 
that we deprecate votes of le s s  wealthy individuals 
as of le s s  importance than others, but it will be a 
proof that means have been resorted to for obtaining 
these votes which will add no credit to the parties 
who have secured them. "*1 ;
Table 43 Voting by Occupational and Social Class in 1841 (Percentages)
Occupational Class 
Currie Scarlett Mangles Wall
23
32
Class 1 
Gentlemen 
Higher P ro ­
fessions  
Capitalists & 
The Rich .
Class 2
All P rofessions  
Subp r of e s s i on s 
Moderately 
Wealthy
Class 3 20
R etailers
P etty Ent r ep reneu rs
Class 4
Craftsmen
C lerical
Class 5 
Labour
20
26
21
32
17
17
24
27 29
18 18
32 31
29 34
22 28
Social "Class'1 
Currie Scarlett Mangles Wall
29
. 24
15
18
26
28
22
13
15
24
19 24
27 27
36 36
31 36
22 28
Even after the contest, the Standard still drew consolation from the fact 
that "nearly all the private gentlemen, professions, m erchants and tradesm en’ 
supported the defeated candidates, and that other groups had been the 
victim s of intim idation.* Yet the evidence was somewhat at variance 
with the paper’s claim s of support for the C onservatives. The occupational 
groups of "professions, merchants and tradesmen" split 51%-49% in 
favour of the L iberals, although the two upper c la sse s  in the town did 
give m ore support to the T ories, dividing 51;. 5%-48. 5% against the L iberals.
*1 Ibid 26th June.
*2 Standard 14th August.
Voting took place along party lin es - 88% supported candidates of the 
sam e party, another 3% cast plumpers and only 9% of the electorate split 
between the parties. W all's defection to the Whigs, Jam es Mangles' 
sudden unpopularity in 1837 and the presence of two Liberal candidates 
in 1841, make the voting patterns of the two contests Unduly complicated  
when taken together. But the m ost significant sta tistics are those 
concerning the Tory supporters from 1837. As many as 32% of them went 
along with W all's change of allegiance and 24% actually gave their second  
vote to the L iberals as w ell. Since all the Liberals, who had previously  
plumped for Jam es Mangles now gave one vote for R oss, and the majority, 
their other vote for Wall as w ell, the two L iberals secured a comfortable 
victory. The Tories' defeat was not the result of any adverse turnover 
in the electorate. Although 46% of the voters had not been polled four 
years before, these "new" electors split 52%-48% in favour of the 
Conservatives.*^
P rom ises of support during canvass had made Scarlett absolutely
confident about his prospects at the contest. Not only did he anticipate
being returned once m ore to Parliam ent but he also  look forward to
2
appearing at the head of the p o ll.*  Both Scarlett and Currie subsequently ‘ 
hinted in their post-election  addresses that their opponents' su ccess  
had been achieved with the help of undisguised bribery.
"I share with you in the regret that the majority of •
the m ost intelligent and respectable portion of the 
constituency should remain unrepresented", said  
Scarlett, " but as I have reason to believe that the 
victory we anticipated has been wrung from us by 
means that w ill not bear inspection: I hope at no 
distant period, the honor of the Borough will be 
redeem ed. "*3
In the sam e vein, Currie said:
"to be returned as one of your M em bers, by the FREE 
and UNBOUGHT suffrages of the E lectors of Guildford 
would indeed have been a high honor, but upon no 
other term s could I accept such a favor, "*4
*1 The "new" electors include form er abstainers. The s iz e  of the
electorate increased by 8% 1837-41. Overall the occupational
make up of the electorate remained virtually unchanged.
*2 P oster  dated 11th June, Squibs CPL.
*3 P oster  dated 2nd July, Squibs CPL.
*4 P oster  CPL.
Allegations of corruption in the aftermath of defeat would be easily  made.
It is  significant that the question of the validity of the contest was not 
taken up by Parliam ent. On the other hand, allusions about corruption 
on the part of Baring Wall, were still being made in Guildford at the 
following election of 1847 for which Wall did not see fit to  stand. M oreover 
a curious document rem ains written by Scariett's agent William Hay don 
Sm allpiece, which the Town Clerk had signed as being a "Notice required  
by an agent of a Candidate to be read at Polling Booths and read by m e 
accordingly at each booth. It announced that
"the Rev. Jam es Wortham Hitch of Guildford, Clerk, 
has been guilty of various corrupt actions and has 
employed undue influence and other illega l and 
im proper means to divers persons in order to procure 
them to vote at this Election in order to procure 
Charles Baring Wall and Ross Donnelly Manges 
E squires to be returned to serve in this present 
Parliam ent for Guildford and that whoever shall 
vote for the said C. B. Wall and R. D. Mangles 
after this notice will throw away his vote. "
The affair rem ains shrouded in m ystery. It is  not clear why Rand should 
have felt h im self obliged to read the notice out; neither why the e lectors  
would be supposedly throwing away their votes by supporting the two 
Whigs, nor what corruption Hitch (who voted for Mangles and Wall) was 
allegedly guilty of. It is  remarkable that out of 406 e lectors, only two 
should have had their votes rejected. The right to vote of at lea st sixteen  
others was also  challenged but all were allowed to exercise  their franchise  
under oath. (Seventeen form s remain by which these individuals verified  
their identity and electoral qualification. Twelve voted for the W higs, four 
for the T ories, with one objection being allowed to stand.) There are thus 
few facts on which to base any conclusion in relation to the question of 
bribery. One can only surm ise that Wall in particular may have tran sgressed  
that line which contem poraries regarded as separating legitim ate influence 
and treating from corruption. Why Scarlett did not challenge the result
through the p rocesses of the law was probably because either the
corruption was not as seriou s, or the evidence not as conclusive, as the 
Tories im plied. Sclarlett's own campaign too, may have been open to 
sim ilar counter-charges. Finally the decisive nature of the W higs's 
victory  was p ossib ly  another factor influencing the Tories to le t the
*■1 Notice dated 30th June, signed John Rand BR/PAR/43 GM.
result stand.
The 1841 Guildford Election was different in Character, both in relation  
to previous contests the Borough had w itnessed, and to the pattern 
em erging from other constituencies in that year. Looking at the General 
Election throughout the country, Kemp concluded that the c learest  
issu e  was the country's vote of confidence in P eel. "The E lections showed" 
she says, "that the country . . .  was not prim arily interested  in the corn 
law proposal. " Though such im personal issu es as this did ex ist, they 
were "confused".* B riggs, however, accords a greater degree of 
importance to the m atter of the corn laws but does em phasise that the 
Election was not fought on this single issu e .
"The Election of 1841 was no more a direct election  
about corn laws than the election of 1830 had been a 
direct election about parliam entary reform , and on 
both occasions the pressu re of d istress counted for 
as much as abstract theories. "*2
Yet in Guildford, the question of agricultural protection did predominate, 
just as the problem of reform had been highlighted at the 1830 Surrey contest, 
and d istress does not seem  to have been a relevant factor in 1841. Denison, 
as well as the T o r ie s , argued that West Surrey would be the scene of great 
socia l d istress in the event of a low duty on wheat being introduced.
Scarlett and Currie were nonetheless defeated. There were other issu es  
of consequence, of course, at the Guildford contest. The question of 
finance and revenue, in part connected with the arguments over free trade 
was fore-m ost amongst the secondary them es. The Poor Laws were also  
frequently mentioned, but because there was substantial agreem ent between 
the rival candidates as to the need for modifications, the Laws were not 
the subject of a significant disagreem ent. Wall, no doubt rem em bering  
the strength of the cry for the Borough's "independence" when he had stood  
as a Tory in the interest of Lord Onslow and Grantley, attempted to turn 
the Tory's domination of the town's Corporation to his own advantage. But 
with the advent of municipal elections, this monopoly was basica lly  of the 
electors' choosing. • There was consequently little  party capital to be made 
any longer out of the cry for "independence" .
*1 Kemp op cit p 150. ^  ; '
*2 Briggs op cit p 329.
It was remarkable that Wall was.the only candidate to place any emphasis 
on a str ictly  parochial m atter. He too was the so le  contestant to be attacked 
on what were obviously personal grounds. The Guildford Election of 1841 
consequently saw a continuation of the trend away from questions of mainly 
local concern to those of relevance to the country as a whole. This 
increase in importance of national is su e s , was partly because of the problem  
of the Corn Laws. But for a poster to be issued  relating to a m eeting  
of Nottingham C hartists, indicates a wider vision of affairs than had been 
the case at previous Guildford elections. As with the struggle between the 
agriculturalists and F ree Traders, the administration of the Poor Laws 
was also  a m atter of parochial im portance, aS well as a national question. 
Yet other issu es  were aired which could not be said to impinge in the 
same striking manner on the daily life  of the town's community. The 
two sides attacked each other over foreign policies; the statesm an-like  
qualities of P ee l were extolled; principles of national education were 
mentioned; and minute details of national finance over a twenty year period  
were also the.subject of argument.
Both the Chronicle and the Herald felt it plain that the Conservatives 
General E lection victory was achieved through form er Whig supporters 
voting Tory to protect the agricultural in terest, the "great n ecessity  of 
the case" alone justifying their action. *'1' It is  interesting that neither  
paper mentioned the role of Tory organisation in the final resu lt. Gash 
considers that
"the general election of 1841 was the first in which 
the government of the day, previously holding a majority 
in the low er House, was defeated by a disciplined opposition 
organised for electoral purposes. "*2
The Chronicle however, felt that it was so le ly  " the circum stance affecting
agriculture" which had given the Conservatives the kind of su ccess "they
never dreamt of, even in their m ost dizzy altitude of speculation,."*
But the Guildford result hardly substantiated the journal's interpretation .
As a market town Guildford's prosperity bore som e relation to the fortunes
*1 Herald 17th July.
*2 Gash P o litics in the Age of P eel p. XIII
*3 Chronicle 3rd August.
of the farming community around. Yet Ross M angles, the m ost clearly  
in favour of free trade of all the candidates, was returned to the head of 
the poll. Even in a place like Guildford, the cry of "cheap bread, coffee 
and sugar" was a m ore effective force than the apparent possib ility  of 
agricultural d istress . The Standard's confident prediction at the beginning 
of the year that M angles, as a Whig- Radical, would not do very well in 
the Borough, proved to be well wide of the mark.
"Guildford" , asserted  the p ap er , " is  not a place for 
Whig or Radical p ro fessors. Conservatism  is  the 
established emblem here, and one may hope for the 
sm allest degree of support who cannot prove h im self 
to be a true Conservative and consequently a firm  
supporter of the paramount interest of the state - 
A griculture."*! .
❖ 1 Standard 30th January 1841.
e) Economic Developments and The Repeal of the Corn Laws
Soon after the 1841 General Election a low point occurred in the economic
activity of the nation. For the ordinary p erso n , Briggs considers, "there
was no gloom ier year in the whole of the 19th century than 1842."*^ According
to Gash, the state of the country in that year wasaiso significant as the
2
decisive factor in P ee l's  conversion to F ree T rade.* Subsequently an
economic recovery reached a peak in 1845, to be followed by another
cyclica l trough three years la ter .*  This boom of the mid- 1840’s was
based largely  on the expansion of the British railway system  , company
■ 4
flotations reaching their.height in the autumn of 1844.*
In May 1844 a Bill for extending the railway from Woking to Guildford
passed  through Parliam ent. The initial investigation into the cost of such
a venture had been started at the end of 1842, with a Company being formed
5in January 1844.* Applications amounting to £80, 000 w ere made for the 
£55, 000 worth of £50 shares.
g
The issu e , commented the Standard was "sought after with avid ity" .*
The schem e had the backing of many of the m ost influential personalities
around Guildford. Ross D . M angles, one of the Borough’s MPs was a
director of the Company, whilst Joseph Haydon a banker and leading
member of the Corporation, was deputy chairman. The proposals for the
line as considered by Parliam ent did provoke som e objections, however,
on the grounds that it was promoted by a speculative company and because
the term inus, on the other side of the Wey, was not convenient for the
town. A petition was raised which collected 200 signatures, apparently to 
7no effect.*  The line was finished early in 1845, at a cost of £52,000
. & 
(allegedly as cheap as any in the country) and was in operation by M ay.*
Initially fourteen.trains entered or departed from Guildford daily, but this
9 • ■ ■
number had increased to twenty-five by the endofthe y ea r .*  The Standard
*1 Briggs op cit p. 245.
*2 N. Gash: Life of Sir Robert P eel after 1830 p. 554.
*3 Gayer op cit p. 304.
*4 Briggs op cit p. 296.
*5 Standard 18th May 1844 and 30th Decem ber 1842.
*6 Ibid 6th January 1845.
*7 Ibid 24th February 1844. - -
*8 Ibid 26th September 1846.
*9 Ibid 3rd January.
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described the number of passengers using the Guildford lin e , as
"astonishing'' and expressed even greater amazement at the amount of
freight being carried.*^ In the sum m er of 1845, the river Wey navigation
2charges were decreased in the face of this Competition.* During the
3
first week of October, 1, 643 passengers travelled on the lin e. * The
extension of the railway to Guildford led  to the erection of a number of
superior residences on the east side of the town, m eeting a demand for
country houses which had existed for several years > judging from le tters
4
carried by the Surrey newpapers . * At the sam e tim e as the Guildford 
extension opened, the struggle between various groups anxious to construct 
a direct link, to Portsmouth, reached its  clim ax. Finally in m id-July, a 
Commons com m ittee ruled in favour of the "Atmospheric" Company which
was backed by a strong consortium of businessm en including the banking
5''in terests of the two Guildford M Ps, Currie and M angles. *
With the Brighton Company also active near the town, and proposals for a 
Reading-Reigate line being investigated as w ell, the Standard referred  to 
the "troops of surveyors" at work around Guildford at the end of 1845, under 
the heading of "railway m ania".*
The demand for unskilled labour generated by such construction in the
south of England, absorbed surplus agricultural labour, and resu lted  in
a r ise  in the wages of farm workers during 1846 and 1847 . Low.
agricultural p r ices, along with an over-supply of farm labourers, had
7
resulted in low wages for such works during the early 1840 's. * Around 
Guildford, some discontent seem s to have m anifested itse lf  in iso lated  
ca ses of incendiarism . But there was not n ecessarily  any neat link 
between low wages and the work of the incendiary. One letter  to the Herald 
in July 1844, was particularly adamant that it was not agricultural labourers 
who were responsible for the outbreak of f ire s . The w riter em phasised  
how one farm that had been fired recently, had never laid off any labour 
over the previous two years, and had paid mainly 1 2 /- (60p) a week to
*1 Ibid 6th September 1845.
*2 Ibid 19th July.
*3 Ibid 11th October,
*4 L etters bemoaning the lack of country residences in the Guildford
area appeared in the Standard on 30th April 1842, 11th July 1843 and 
4th May 1844.
*5 Ibid 26th October 1844.
*6 Ibid 1st November 1845.
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labourers (a somewhat better than average wage) with just a few workers 
getting 1 0 /- (50p) a week. *  ^ M oreover a se r ie s  of four fires near the town 
that destroyed severa l hay-ricks and barns, was the work of one 
particular youth named Elderfield. There appears to have been no 
political or economic m otive behind his actions. The Standard described him
as being "very ambitious of notoriety" and as particularly anxious to
2 ' see  his name appear in the p r e ss .*  Other outbreaks which were blamed
on incendiaries, were the destruction of furze stacks in St. Nicholas and
3
Graniey P a rish es ,*  and of farm buildings half a m ile-from  Guildford 
that belonged to Thomas Drewitt, who, perhaps significantly* had been
4elected to the Poor Law Union Board of Guardians seven months e a r lier .*
There were no cases of incendiarism  reported in the p ress around the
area of the town in 1845 and 1846 , at a tim e when the condition of the farm
5  ‘
workers in the country as a whole was generally held to be im proving.*
Efforts to help the ordinary labourer in West Surrey during the early 1840's
mainly centred on the provision of a llotm ents. The County newspapers
were particularly in favour of all such schem es. As the Herald commented:
"Till there is ample employment in every agricultural 
parish for all who are willing to work, the extension  
of Cottage Gardens or Parochial Allotments is  to us 
a m atter of the highest importance. "*6
Consequently, any government m oves in this direction won the wholehearted
7
approval of both the Herald and C hronicle. * When a B ill was finally  
introduced into Parliam ent to promote the extension of allotm ents, the 
Standard em phasised the greater value to em ployers of a contented labourer.*  
^ e  Chronicle saw allotm ents as a means of the poor helping them selves,
9
thereby becoming m ore independent of parish r e lie f .*  To reduce the 
unemployment, however, the paper thought the best solution was the 
enclosure of waste land , since this involved capital investm ent and therefore  
more jo b s .* ^  In October, many of the important agriculturists of W est 
Surrey met at Godalming to consider what course of action they should
*1 Herald 6th July 1844 - In 1843 a Poor Law C om m issioners' report
on employment in agriculture had found labourers being paid an average  
of 7 /-  (35pj a week.
*2 Standard 18th November 1843
*3 Standard 14th May 1842 and 28th October 1843.
*4 Ibid 4th November.
*5 Gayer op cit p. 337 *8 Standard 26th October 1844.
*6 Herald 28th October 1842. *9 Chronicle 3rd & 10th Decem ber.
*7 Chronicle 10th October. ❖lO Ibid 19th Novem ber.
take as a body . Henry Drummond spoke of the advantages of allotm ents, 
whilst Henry Currie suggested that labourers should be kept out of the 
workhouses by. creating work for them through projects such as land 
drainage. Currie followed up his remarks by publishing an open letter , 
dated 25th October, in which he explained how his schem e would work. 
Further m eetings were to calculate how many labourers each tenant 
should employ in relation to his holding with landlords compensating  
tenants for any extra labour taken on, over and above their quota.*
In a second letter  Currie em phasised an individual's right to work and the 
land-ow ner's paternal role.
"The farm er ought to employ his proper proportion of 
labourers according to his assessm en t of the poor- 
rates, " he argued "and if m ore fell to his share than 
his farm requires, the landlord Ought to a ss is t  him.
What the farm er spends in labour - he saves in rates.
What the landlord gives in assistin g  his tenant - he 
gains in the improvement of h is land. And m oreover I 
humbly think that the landlord - the lord of the so il, 
is  bound to exercise  the duties of his high and responsible  
station by protecting, employing and encouraging the 
honest industrious man. "*2
Currie also aired his view s at a further m eeting of landowers at Guildford,
convened to consider the introduction of an allotment system . A llotm ents,
"however good in them selves" he saw "as m ere auxiliaries" . For
him, the furnishing of employment remained the key. From this se r ie s
of gatherings, attended by men like Currie, Drummond, M angles, Jam es
More-Moyneux, Robert A. C. Austen and other local landlords, a new
association em erged, "The Labourers' Friend Society" , which aim ed to
3
promote allotm ents. * There was much discussion at the m eeting On 16th 
November over whether a lim it should be placed on the s iz e  of allotm ents. 
One quarter of an acre was provisionally agreed on as a guide-line, though 
one farm er, a Mr. Rowland Goldhawk of Hazel Hall, Guildford, related  
how one of his labourers cultivated five a cres, with "great su ccess" . The 
size  of allotm ents was a delicate issu e . C ritics of the proposed system  
pictured the country becoming divided up into minute sm all-hoid ings, an 
objection that the Standard d ism issed , by stressin g  that the labourer would 
not be converted into a sm all farm er through p ossession  of an allotm ent.
*1 Standard 2nd November.
*2 Ibid 9th November 1844.
*3 Ibid 23rd Novem ber.
For the paper, this land was sim ply "garden ground" and nothing m ore.*
Just over a year after its formation, the "Landlords' Friend Society" 
m et at Guildford to hear a report on the provision of a llotm ents. * 
Unfortunately the Standard quoted very few sta tistics . The number of 
allotments apparently varied considerably from parish to parish. In 
West Clan don, there were twenty-nine men fully employed, seventeen  
in partial employment, with thirteen allotm ents between them. In the 
parish of Stoke, thirty labourers had been supplied with ground, usually a 
quarter of an acre in extent, though between eleven and twelve acres had 
been ear-m arked for this purpose. The Society had evidently a lot of 
work to do, if allotm ents were ever to make a significant contribution 
to the alleviation of rural hardship.
P ee l's  first task on taking office in 1841, was to remedy the country's
unsound financial situation. His solution, for the budget deficit involved
two major changes. Protective duties were generally lowered to encourage
consumption while an income tax was introduced to provide a financial 
3
surplus.* Local reaction to the tax was very much on party lin es .
The Whig Herald called for opposition from the agricultural in terest to the 
4tax,*  whilst the Chronicle found the m easure just as objectionable, calling
it "essentially a war tax . . . out of season and uncalled for."* The r
Tory Standard , on the other hand, supported P ee l's  action.
"The financial difficulties in which Whig mismanagement 
has plunged this country are so em barrassing" said the 
paper "that we never expected the national extrication  
from them except through much suf fering. Sir R. P eel 
has addressed him self boldly to the herculean task of 
redress and has displayed talents of the highest order 
in his schem e of relief, but the nation must not be 
surprised if som e portion of his remedy for existing  
evils is  not palatable. "*6 '
Opponents of the income tax in Guildford were unable to gain general 
support for a petition against the m easure when a protest m eeting was 
held in the town. Joseph Hockley, a so lic itor, called the tax "im politic,
*1 Ibid 9th November.
*2 Ibid 10th January 1846.
*3 Briggs op cit p. 341.
*4 Herald 2nd April 1842 .
*5 Chronicle 22nd March.
*6 Standard 19th March. •
unfair and u n ju s t ,a n d  said that the m easure would throw people out of 
w ork.. He a lso  compared the inquisitorial nature of the inc ome tax 
com m ission to the Spanish Inquisition. F inally, Hockley moved two 
resolutions: -
"That an Income Tax, being unjust in principle, Oppressive 
in its  operation and im m oral in its  tendency, is  only to 
be tolerated under the la st n ecessity , but no n ecessity  
can justify the im position of any tax unless respect be 
had to those principles of justice without which taxation 
becom es tyranny.
That the inquisitorial powers incidental to an income tax 
are subversive of the m ost sacred principles of 
constitutional freedom and are therefore to be regarded  
with peculiar jealousy by a people sensib le to appreciate, 
and vigilant to p ro tect, their dearest p r iv ileg es . "
George Soaper, a "gentleman" who had recently come to the town, opposed
the resolutions, blaming the incompetency of the previous administration
for the tax's n ecessity . He felt that P ee l's  declaration that he had fram ed
his plan so as to avoid placing any burden on the poorer c la s s e s , spoke
for itse lf , Jam es Stedman, a doctor, a lso  approved of the manner in which
the money required to balance the budger was being taken from the rich,
and not the poor. He proposed a counter motion,
"That this m eeting is  of the opinion that the best tax 
to m eet the exigences and the financial difficulties, 
of the country, is  the property and incom e tax proposed  
by Sir Robert Peel."*l
The amendment was carried. Finally, John Rand, an ex-m ayor of 
Guildford., observed that there were about 1,000 heads of fam ilies or house­
holders in the town, of whom no more than 100 would be affected by the 
tax, and that at lea st half of these 100 individuals were at the m eeting to . 
support the m easure.
Amongst Conservative M Ps, P eel ran into difficulties when he proposed a 
government grant of £30,000, to a ss is t  in the rebuilding of the Catholic 
College of Maynooth. "Protestant" opinion was m obilised in the country
*1 Ibid 9th April.
wim even m ore vigour man m me lo zu 's .^  m e  contrast was not particularly
marked in Guildford, however, because the town's Protestant A ssociation
had always been especially  vociferous in its opposition to "popery". The
Standard was resolutely opposed to any extension of the Maynooth grant,
and referred  back to 1829, when Catholic Emancipation "was carried
against the w ishes of two-thirds of.the British nation."
"We believe that among the people of England as strong * 
a dislike to any m easure favouring or countenancing 
Popery exists in the present day, as was the case a 
century ago, though it is  not so riotously expressed. "*2
Certainly anti-Catholicism  remained virulent in Guildford at this tim e.
The Bishop of W inchester delivered a serm on at Holy Trinity Church, on
"the evil of the endowment of Maynooth C ollege, and the Abomination of
3
the Church of Rome. "* He expressed the hope that the grant would
"be instrumental in awakening the clergy to a deeper 
sense of their weighty responsib ilities and the 
perilous position in which they and their country are 
at this moment placed. "
In a sim ilar vein, "a Protestant" of Guildford wrote to the Standard,
stressin g  that the special Church serv ice appointed for 5th November should
be used at the appropriate tim e, because
"the sam e murderous spirit which instigated the 
'Gunpowder Treason' in 1605, is  upheld and maintained 
at th e  present day in the authorised com m entaries of the 
Church of Rome."*4
The following year, the town's "Protestant Association" was augmented
by the creation of a "Reformation Society" to promote the religious princip les
of the Reformation "in these tim es of popery and infidelity . "* Anti-
Catholic feelings too.were heavily exploited at the 1847 Guildford contest.
Having offended the religious prejudices of many Tories and survived, P ee l 
then failed to hold his party together, over the suspension of the Corn 
Laws. To help manufacturers P eel decreased the duties on wheat at the 
lower end of the sliding sca les in 1842... Two of the Surrey newspapers 
were prepared to accept the measure . The Tory Standard described the 
proposal as being satisfactory to "most m oderate m en."* The Whig Herald 
went so far as admitting the n ecessity  for helping British m anufacturers 
and recognised "the compulsion" of their ca se . "To refuse any red ress ,"
*1 Briggs op cit p. 342..
*2 Standard 19th and 26th April 1845.
*3 Ibid 1st November.
*4 Ibid. _
*5 Ibid 30th June 1846. *6 Standard 12th February 1842.
said  the journal, "would have been m adness and insane fo lly11.*  The 
Chronicle however, opposed the alteration of the s lid in g-sca le . "We 
cannot say we were prepared for so an extensive an alteration of it, " 
stated the paper.
"Sir Robert P eel has made up his mind to conciliate  
the manufacturing in terest by a surrender that su its 
neither one purpose nor the other . . .  We contend 
that the fixed duty of Lord John R ussell is  preferable. "*2
For the C hronicle, the future of the agricultural interest, was bieak
. indeed.
"The die is  cast for the agriculture of the country to 
pass through an ordeal out of which no man can see  
his way without anxiety, many with fear, and a great 
many more with despondency ."*3
The Chronicle was s t ill p essim istic  at the end of the year:-
"The resu lts of the la st sess io n , and what may be expected  
to spring from the legislation  of th is, w ill so com pletely  
overturn and revolutionise our agricultural system  that 
we shall not know it again, and in ten years, we shall 
look back with surprise at what things were and what 
they are, and at the sacrifices that have been extorted 
to make them so. "*4
At the sam e tim e too, the Herald expressed concern about the increasing
talk that agriculture should rely  le s s  on duties for protection, but m ore on
efficiency. Behind such argum ents, the paper fea red , lay the suggestion
• 5
that the corn laws should be reduced still further.*
Reasons like this for the abolition of the Laws , gained widespread currency  
through the work of the Anti-Corn Law League. In 1843 the League turned
g
its  attention to the tenant farm er and ordinary lab ou rers. * At the 
beginning of that year , a paid agent of the League, made his appearance in 
Guildford. Apparently a Quaker, the Standard reported that " like many 
com m ercial travellers , he has two minor com m ission s, v iz . for the 
Teetotalers and the Peace Society."* He allegedly gave out tracts "of 
the m ost inflammatory nature, in which the texts of Scriptures are profanely
*1 Herald 12th February.
*2 Chronicle 15th. February.
*3 Chronicle 31st May 1842.
*4 Ibid 13th Decem ber.
*5 Herald 17th Decem ber.
*6 Briggs op cit p. 319.
*7 Standard 4th February 1843.
introduced". Two months la ter  a petition against the Corn Laws received  
only twelve signatures when brought to  Guildford on market day.* Low 
agricultural p rices at this tim e did not help the League's case . A fortnight 
earlier, the Standard's reporter in the town related how
"the depressed state of country produce hung gloomily 
on every face, (including) our shopkeepers and 
publicans whose prosperity depends on the yeoman 
and farm ers. "*2
The League's biggest effort in Guildford came in July, with a m eeting  
addressed by Richard Cobden, the organisation's chief tactician. The 
event started in the Town Hall and was adjourned to the barrack field, 
where Cobden spoke for som e two hours in front of a crowd which was 
variously estim ated as being from about 1, 000 to 2, 000 strong. His theme 
was that of the differing in terests which divided tenant farm ers from  
their landlords. He denounced all legislation  designed to secure high 
prices for corn, as
"monstrous, fallacious, hateful frauds, calculated to 
make honest men, p ossessin g  capital, enter into 
delusive bargains, which brought them and their fam ilies  
down to the union workhouse or the roads, and enabled 
the political landlords to exact fictitious rents at the 
expense of the tenant. "*3
Cobden also argued that Parliam ent should put farming on the sam e f ooting
as any other trade. The problem was , however, that
"the farming business had been meddled with by political 
landlords under the pretence of protecting the tenant, 
but in reality to secure their own ends. "
How effective the whole exercise  was in term s of influencing local opinion
is  difficult to te ll, but in that there is  no evidence of disaffection
between landlords and tenants in West Surrey, presum ably Cobden's appeal
was not as great as it might otherwise have been. The League held no
further m eetings in the area.
The agriculturalists were slow to follow the example of their opponents in 
making any organised attempt to influence public opinion. In the first  
half of 1843, the Chronicle was running something of a lone campaign in favour 
of the farming in terest, emphasising the superiority of agriculture over 
manufacturing in a se r ie s  of editorials. Agriculture was extolled as'.
*1 Standard 8th April 1843. "
*2 Ibid 25th March.
*3 Ibid 8th July.
natural staple of the country"; and also  as "second to 
none, employing m ore capital, more labour, bearing 
greater burdens, security for our enormous Public 
Debt, the fund supporting the Clergy, and contributing 
mainly to the poor, and largely to taxation. "*1
P ossib ly  the large number of MPs still in favour of the Corn Laws in 1843
led to som e apathy on the part of farm ers. In May, V illiers' motion
against the Laws was defeated by a large majority of 3-1 . The Standard ,
however, warned that
"farm ers must only look at this as a tem porary triumph, 
and unless great counteracting energies are employed by 
them, prepare before many years are over for a moderate 
fixed duty. "*2
The first explicit call for an agricultural organisation to figh t the League, 
came from the Herald at the end of 1843.
"The League, " asserted  the paper, "must be met on its  
own ground - fought with its own weapons . If they publish, 
so must the farm er . . . if the League subscribe their  
thousands so must the landowners, and expend it in the 
sam e way by agitating. "* 3
Early in the new year came the announcement of a m eeting of farm ers,
4
landed proprietors and tradesm en who opposed the work of the L eague.*
"We are astonished this step has not been taken, earlier" commented the
Standard. At Guildford on 27th January, two "Agricultural Protection
Societies" were founded, to cover east and west Surrey. The Standard
argued that the County’s two distinct population groupings - the w estern
farming community and that engaged in trade and com m erce around the
m etropolis - were both against the League. This aHeged opposition of the
London radicals was, according to the paper, based on the belief that the
League sought to reduce the wages of artisans. Thus, it was contended,
the abolition of the Corn Laws would benefit nobody in Surrey, particularly
as the manufacturers would not be able to make good the farm ers' fall
5in purchasing power, through increased sa les abroad. *■■..
A m eeting of the West Surrey Agricultural Protection Society was convened
*1 Chronicle 21st March and 16th May.
*2 Standard 20th May.
*3 Herald 16th December.
*4 Standard 6th January 1844. .
*5 Ibid 10th February .
soon after,attended by all the local landlords like Currie, Drummond 
and M anglesA as w ell as by numerous tenant farm ers . Petitions to 
Parliam ent were formulated and signed by 400 individuals. It was resolved  
that the taxes placed on land made continued protection for agriculture 
essential and regretted that attempts were being made by the Anti-Corn 
Law League "to delude" the working c la sse s  and to disunite landlord 
and tenant. The m eeting a lso  believed that the tim e had arrived fo r  all
' • i
those interested in agriculture to "strenuously oppose" free trade princip les.*
Yet four months la ter , only £151/7 /6  (£151. 35 -^) had been subscribed to the
association. The Standard commented,, "this is  pretty well for a beginning
but not exactly so much as we had anticipated from the wealth and intelligence  
2
of the division. * By m id-sum m er the journal expressed its fear that 
farm ers were tending to become apathetic once m ore, and warned against 
the dangers of over-confidence, sim ply because people w ere seem ingly
3
beginning to tire  of all the League's propaganda.* In June the paper
stepped up its own efforts with the introduction of a column entitled "The
Agricultural Protector" , which publicised every conceivable argument
4
favourable to the farm ers' case . *
Through their columns the County papers always projected the in terests of
the landlord and tenant as being identical. Despite Cobden's argument
that low er prices would mean lower rents for the farm er, agricultural
opinion in West Surrey does seem  to have been fairly  uniform in its  .
opposition to F ree  Trade. Neither does there appear to be any valid
reason why all the farm ers potentially in favour of abolishing Corn import
duties should have kept quiet, when som e local landlords like Drummond
and Mangles were favourable disposed towards Free Trade. A m ore optim istic
atmosphere in the Surrey p ress over protection was promoted by the
creation of Agricultural S o c ieties . The Chronicle expressed  its  p leasure
at the greater efforts being made at organisation and contended that
"rumours are already afloat that Sir Robert P eel has 
shewn symptom s of a firm er policy, and the index on
*1 Ibid 2nd March.
*2 Ibid 8th June.
*3 Standard 17th August.
*4 One article even dealt with "the importance of foreign grain as a
principal cause of the destruction of the Roman Em pire. Standard 
7th September.
the dial of free trade on corn has gone back ten 
degrees a lread y .”*1
The Herald too, found som e assurance for another reason at lea st, in
P ee l's  statement to the Commons that the government had "no intention
2whatsoever . . . to propose any alteration in the existing Corn Laws."*
In August, the Standard spoke of "the now expiring 'League'11 and urged
all farm ers to redouble their efforts through the Agricultural Protection  
3
Societies. *
P eel had received som e favourable comments from the local p ress  in regard  
to his financial m easures of 1842 . This honeymoon period quickly ended 
when he gave no guarantees as to continued protection for agriculture on 
proposing a decrease in the duty on Canadian corn. The Herald thought 
there was ’’every reason to look with suspicion” on the la tter  m easure, 
because,
’’notwithstanding the M inister's declarations of the 
n ecessity  for giving the Corn Laws a fair tria l, he is  
sapping their very foundation. ”*4
The Tory Standard ''candidly”owned that it did not like P ee l's  attitude to
5farming as enunciated in a speech at Tamworth in October 1843. * The 
paper complained that it could find nothing in the address to p lease a 
farm er, only arguments that would be seized  upon by lectu rers of the 
Anti-Corn Law League.
"The farm ers of Staffordshire needed not a Cabinet 
M inister to inform them that hares and rabbits are 
often tim es destructive to growing crops, but they 
would have been thankful for a hint of the continuance 
of leg isla tive  protection against m ore destructive  
animals - the m onster manufacturers and cotton lords  
of M anchester. But on this head, the only one on which 
practical farm ers wished to hear the Prim e M inister 
enlarge, Sir Robert P ee l was not m erely silen t, but 
actually expanded the favourite argument of the League, 
namely that by improved cultivation, farm ers may 
make them selves independent of all leg isla tive  protection, 
and still continue to bear their present f is c a l  burdens. ”
At about the sam e tim e, the Herald hinting at the worst attacked P ee l's0 • ~ •
pragmatic outlook.*
*1 Chronicle 30th January.
*2 Herald 3rd February 1844.
*3 Standard 24th August.
*4 Herald 21st May 1843. .... •
*5 Standard 4th November.
*6 Herald 2nd December.
"Catholic Emancipation, the Reform Bill and the Poor  
L aw s," said the journal, "have infused a new vigour 
into the current of our legislation  . . .  There is  nothing 
fixed or stable either in situations or opinions, and 
Sir Robert P ee l is  a living example of this truth .
We are subjected to a shifting, changing policy . . .
He will forego political integrity, com prom ise his 
friends, and deceive his supporters. What length he 
may yet be disposed for, we shall see  . . . "
Neither did the Tory Standard m ince words, when the Maynooth Grant
was passed.
"So far as the country at large and the agricultural 
interest in particular is  concerned, " declared the 
paper, "Sir Robert P ee l was infinitely m ore useful 
from a conservative point of view in opposition than 
in office. "
On the positive sid e, the local papers turned their attention to securing
the abolition of the Malt Tax. The Chronicle felt such demands deserved
P ee l's  "serious attention",*^ While the Standard asserted
"To repeal the Malt tax would be a tardy act of justice  
to the country; but unless a stir  is  made in the m atter 
we fear even this w ill succumb to others made by m ore  
noisy claim ants than the fa rm ers."*2
To further their cause a number of tenant farm ers met at the White Hart
Inn in February 1845 . They were particularly concerned with an alleged
deterioration in the condition of the agricultural labourers, since the
"good practice" of an allowance of beer had,been discontinued as an • .
3
econom y.* At the same tim e, the West Surrey Agricultural Protection
Society continued to m eet. Eighty m em bers congregated together at
Guildford in March, and heard Charles Barclay attribute agricultural
d istress to "the very short crop" of the previous season , and not to either
4
the Corn Laws or to the Canada Corn A ct.*  John Trotter, West Surrey's 
MP, defended his vote for the latter m easure, but failed to sa tisfy  Rowland 
Goldhawk, a local farm er. The latter attributed all the farm ers' d istress  
to the support that MPs gave to P ee l, and called on Trotter to resign .
The news in m id-O ctober that the potato crop d isease in England had spread
5
to Ireland, gave r ise  to fresh apprehension on the part of the farm ers. *
*1 Chronicle 17th Decem ber 1844.
*2 Standard l9th October.
*3 Standard 8th February 1845.
*4 Ibid 22nd March.
*5 Ibid 18th October.
Commenting on rumours that corn would be admitted duty free for a
period to m eet the anticipated failure of the Irish crop / the Standard lam ely
asked, "What is the use of importing corn into a country whose inhabitants
never eat bread?"*'*’ The Tory Surrey M ercury, unable to face reality,
found it "beyond credence" that P ee l's  intention was to do away with the 
2L aw s.* Somewhat belatedly, the Protection Society at the end of the 
year called on the whole of the Agricultural Interest to unite for the 
purpose of electing parliam entary representatives who would support the 
Corn Laws. A ser ie s  of resolutions were agreed on:-
"That the experience of the la st four years has shown by 
the large increase in the supply of British grown com , 
and concurrent diminution of prices as compared with 
previous years, that there exists no reasonable ground 
for tampering with the Corn Laws.
That the Corn L aw s, as regulated on the slid in g-sca le  
principle, by the prevention of alternate gluts and . 
scarcity , are admirably calculated to correct the 
v icissitu des of the season s, and to preserve a steady 
supply at moderate p rices.
That F ree Trade in corn would render this country 
dependent upon foreign nations for its chief supply of 
food . . . and the inevitable result of this concession in 
favour of the foreigner, would ensure in our poorer so ils  
being thrown out of cultivation, . . .  im m ense numbers 
of the agricultural labourers deprived of employment; and 
finally, if persevered in, bankrupcy and ruin entailed on 
th e  whole community. "*3
The Standard also carried letters supporting the protectionists' case .
"A Son of the Soil" from Guildford entreated the farm ers to rally round 
in defence of their own in te r e sts / whilst Henry Drummond contributed a 
m ore reasoned approach. He rejected the charge that A griculturists  
"selfishly" desired to uphold the price of grain "to the injury of the rest  
of the community", by arguing that it was the duty of the government to 
ensure stable p rices for grain over a long period of tim e. This, he claim ed, 
the Corn Laws did to the general good of a ll, in contrast to free trade, 
which he described as the exclusive cause of the m anufacturers, "against 
the permanent welfare of all the rest of the community. "* Evidently 
the new year gave tim e for a more rea listic  appraisal of the situation.
*1 Ibid 25th October.
*2 M ercury 11th Decem ber.
*3 Standard 3rd January 1846.
*4 Standard 27th December 1845.
On 12th January 1846, Drummond wrote: .
"Whoever thinks that the com  laws can remain as they 
are, must be so im becile that it is  a waste of tim e  
to attempt to reason with them . . . The free-traders  
are stronger (than the landowers) because the Reform  
Bill has transferred the power of choosing MPs from  
agriculturalists to m anufacturers. * l"  Drummond also  
observed "There is  a strange delusion in the minds of 
many agriculturalists . . . that high p r ices are invariably 
connected with high profits . . * But it is  plain that low  
p rices are as advantageous as high p r ices , when the 
cost of production is  lowered in an equal degree. "
He concluded by arguing that the agriculturalists could not stop the
abolition of the Corn Laws, and therefore should demand changes in the
whole system  of taxation -
"by doing so the agriculturalists would convert many 
opponents into friends and find an equivalent in the 
diminished cost of production for the diminished price  
of the produce. "
At the end of January, P ee l put forward a bill which gradually reduced all 
duties on wheat, oats and barley to a nominal one shilling.
"As we ventured to predict, " said the Standard, "Sir 
Rober P e e l’s proposed m easures are on a m ost extended 
sca le  surpassing, we apprehend, the expectations of 
the m ost sanguine disciple of the L eague. The P rem ier  
has not taken a step towards F ree  Trade, but a 
springing leap. ”*2
The West Surrey Agricultural Protection Society reacted with petitions
to Parliam ent expressing that "indignation and alarm" . Both Trotter
and Denison prom ised to oppose P e e l’s m easure. The Standard’s editorial
referred back to the events of 1829. "Then as now, " asserted  the paper,
"Sir Robert P eel unsaid all the speeches of his past life . Just after
the Corn B ill had becom e law P eel was defeated over an Irish Coercion B ill
and resigned. The Standard commented that his final speech revealed him
to be,
"what he has all his life  been at heart, a F ree Trader.
F ree Trade - the exaltation of com m erce over land 
has been the object of P ee l's  undeviating pursuit, an 
object which he has pursued with all the persevering  
cunning of a wild Indian hunting his game . . . The
Ibid 17th January 1846.
*2 Standard 31st January.
*3 Standard 7th February.
subjection of land to money , has been the absorbing 
desire of his life . The first great financial m easure, . 
the Currency B ill of 1819 which doubled at once the 
wealth of the fundholder and the burdens on-land, was 
the beginning of the end which he has at length attained. "*1
The journal had already blamed P eel for what it described as "the destruction
i. 2 ' 'of all confidence in public men, .* a judgement with which the M ercury 
agreed.
"By dragging a large body of supporters through the m ire  
of the slough into which he had h im self fallen" it said ,
P eel had "thus sacrificed  his own consistency, debased 
his political friends, crushed his party, destroyed all 
confidence in public men, and we fear it may be added, 
ruined his country. "*3
Woodward is  one historian who has observed how "the controversy over  
the repeal of the Corn Laws is  curiously out of proportion to the resu lts  
obtained by rep ea l." In practice the protective duty on foreign corn had 
little effect in the first half of the 19th century, and the prosperity of the
4 . . ■ '
1850’s and 1860’s was not caused by repeal. * But m ore recent comment­
ators, led  by Kitson Clark, have em phasised how the achievem ent of repeal
has to be m easured le s s  by what it did, than by what individuals believed
5the Corn Laws stood for .*  What m attered politically was the em otive, 
effect of the duties, and their potency as a sym bol. To many country 
gentlemen, . and still m ore to m ost farm ers, they seem ed a safeguard  
against ruin. For the repealers the laws sym bolised an outmoded structure 
of society , in which the landed aristocracy occupied an unfar’rfly privileged  
position. Ironically, even after repeal, the landowners as the old governing 
c la ss retained control of political power without having sacrificed  any real 
economic advantages. Hence Aydelotte.has called repeal "a su ccessfu l 
holding operation" which safeguarded the power of the gentry. Whether any 
of them at the tim e conceived compensations like this in repeal, however,
*1 Standard 4th July.
*2 Ibid 4th April.
*3 Mercury 4th. July.
*4 Woodward op cit p. 119.
*5 G. K. Clark "Repeal of the Corn Laws and the P o litics of the 1840’s"
in Economic H istory Review 2nd Ser. Vol IV No. 1 p. 2, Betty Kemp
takes a sim ilar view in her article  "Reflections on the Repeal o f the 
Corn Laws" in Victorian Studies 1961-62 p. 189.
*6 W. O. Aydelotte : The Country Gentlemen and the Repeal of the Corn
Laws" in English H istorical Review 1967 p. 50.
is  a moot point. Certainly there is  no evidence,in their public speeches 
within Surrey, that this was the case . •'
On a national lev e l, the m ost active group demanding protection were the
tenant farm ers; Arguments that the British farm er would be sure to
hold his own against foreign competition by applying improved techniques to
cultivation, might not seem  unreasonable to aristocrats with capital
resources or with income from urban or industrial investm ents. But sm all
farm ers who thought that they might be ruined by a single year's drop
in corn prices and who had little  capital or trust in scientific m ethods,
were not so  easily  convinced. Indirectly their angry feelings were
reflected  in the Commons' vote of 1846. Of the English county M Ps, 107
voted against repeal, and only 25 in favour .
"There exists a good deal of evidence" says Clark,
"that farming opinion, tenant or freehold, counted for  
a good deal in county elections and was rather anxiously 
considered by county m em bers whenever agricultural 
m atters were to the foreV*2
Aydelotte has also  concluded that the Commons division was strongly related
to an MPs political background as opposed to his personal background.
Thus borough m em bers were against it. M oreover, after exhaustive
statistica l tests  Aydelotte found that apart from minor exceptions, there
was little discernible relationship between the socia l and economic back-
3
grounds of MPs and their votes on the Corn Laws in 1846.*
In West Surry it is  difficult to discern p rec ise ly  which group generated  
the main force of opposition to repeal. Certainly the Earl of Onslow (now 
living as a recluse) and Lord Grantly both remained aloof from the 
controversy, but neither did any other m em bers of the two fam ilies engage 
in a protectionist campaign. It was thus left to the local gentry to lead the 
movement in favour of the Corn Laws. Yet many of these sm aller  landowners 
had substantial in terests outside of agriculture. Charles Barclay owned 
a large brewery in Southwark. Currie, Drummond and Mangles all had 
in terests in banking and the new railw ays. The latter especia lly  had
*1 Clark op cit p. 10
*2 Ibid p. 8.
*3 Aydelotte op cit pp. 59-60.
extensive links with com m erce. In the early 1840's, R oss D. Mangles 
was secretary of the New Zealand Company and in 1847 became a 
Director of the East Indian Company. Mangles along with Wall, 
Guildford's other MP, supported the 1843 Canada Corn B ill, but.more 
surprisingly, so did one of West Surrey's representatives, John Trotter.
It was significant, perhaps, that Trotter's vote should be attacked by a 
local Guildford farm er, Rowland Goldhawk, and not by a fellow landowner. 
Such grass roots pressure may have been influential in persuading Trotter 
to oppose P ee l's  Corn Law m easure in 1846. Guildford's M Ps, on the 
other hand, free from any necessity  to consider farming opinion as such, 
both supported repeal. Trotter's colleague Denison a lso  prom ised to 
vote against abolition, though his deteriorating health prevented him  
from attending the divisions. Certainly from a personal point of view, 
there was little  reason for Denison to oppose free trade. He was a banker 
with m assive com m ercial investm ents, which, together with his estates  
made him worth over £2 m illions in 1846. But at election tim es, he had 
consistently projected h im self as a supporter of the agricultural in terest  
and as "the friend of the farm er. "* He thus remained true to his avowed 
political princip les.
One cannot avoid the im pression, however, that the landowners as a body,
did not provide the determined leadership against free trade that they
were capable of. The first attempt to m obilise organised opposition
2to repeal, was a somewhat belated effort in 1844.* Though an 
Agricultural Protection Society was created in West Surrey, it never  
apparently received the large inflow of funds necessary  to sustain a
3
prolonged campaign. * The movement never really  got off the ground, and
latterly , an air of defeatism seem s to have overtaken it. This feeling of
hopelessness was finally expressed openly by Henry Drummond, when he
referred to the Reform Act having effected a tr a n sfe r e n c e  of power from
the agriculturalists to the manufacturers which ultim ately doomed the 
4Corn Laws. * Yet if the landlords did not generate much enthusiasm  
for the protectionist cause, it is  not as if the farm ers rallied  behind 
them in sufficient numbers to give the campaign some natural impetus
*1 As for instance, at the 1835 West Surrey contest (Chronicle 
6th January 1835).
*2 Standard 10th February 1846 .
*3 Ibid 8th June.
*4 Standard 17th January 1846,
and momentum.* Even in August 1844, the Standard was complaining
2
of the farm ers' apathy.* Perhaps after a ll, Cobden's argument that 
farm ers would be compensated for lower p rices by lower rents, was one 
of the main causes of this indifference. Individuals like Rowland Goldhawk 
and "a son of the soil" from Guildford who even at the end of December
31845, was still trying to rouse the farm ers in defence of their in terests ,*  
stand out as exceptions to this rule. In general ter m s, the agriculturalists  
of West Surrey went through the motions of defending their in terest without 
much conviction. Of the farm ers them selves the m ost that can be said  
is that certain personalities from amongst their number were perhaps the 
m ost vociferous of all in defence of the Corn L aw s.
*1 This local picture of landlord and tenant attitudes confirm s an 
assessm en t in the Tim es which spoke of "disorganisation and 
dissension among som e country gentlemen, indifference on the 
part of others; whilst the great body of the tenant farm ers appear 
wholly unconcerned or very lukewarm in the Protection cause. " 
11th February.
*2 Ibid 17th August 1844 . (Sim ilarly Olney describes L incolnshire  
farm ers as being 'fatalistic' about the triumph of F ree Trade.) 
Olney op cit p. 118.
*3 Letter to the Standard 27th Decem ber.
d) The 1847 Guildford and West Surrey Elections
P ee l's  breach with the majority of the Parliam entary Tory party
transform ed the prospects of the Whigs . R ussell becam e P rim e M inister
and the Whigs remained in office> with .brief exceptions for twenty years .
In 1847, R ussell's administration was faced with the prospect of a general
election, since the Parliam ent was reaching the end of its legal term . But
with the Corn Laws issu e  apparently resolved, there was little  interest in
the election. Only 236 out of 401 constituencies were contested ** and the
Annual R egister described it as "probably the m ost quiet general election"
2that had ever occurred.* Sim ilarly, the Surrey Gazette commented:
"The general feature which distinguishes the present 
from form er sim ilar occasions, is  the absence of any 
very decided principle, any very prominent battle­
ground. "*3
West Surrey was not contested, but there were contests in East Surrey and
the Guildford Borough, where in both ca ses , the main issu e  was the question
4
of Roman Catholic Endowment.*
At the end of February a Catholic R elief B ill had been set before Parliam ent.
The Chronicle asserted  that:
"a m ore insidious m easure, or one tending to the 
ultimate subversion of the Protestant superiority in 
this country, could hardly be devised. "*5
The paper was particularly critica l of proposals that Catholic processions
in the streets should be allowed and that Romanist clergy should be
perm itted to establish m onasteries without state supervision. In April
the Bill was rejected by the Commons, though the Chronicle was still
0
1 concerned about the support that had been given to the m easu re.*  At the, 
same tim e, controversy arose over the government's plans to grant 
elem entary schools more money for the training and sa lar ies of teachers. 
Opposition came from the V oluntarists,N onconform ists who objected to 
government intervention on principle v and from Catholics, whose schools
*1 Blake op cit p. 72.
*2 Annual R egister 1847 p. 95.
*3. Gazette 3rd August 1847 .
*4 Ibid 20th July.
*5 Chronicle 3rd March.
*6 Ibid 20th April.
did not qualify for any grant. R ussell, however, had second thoughts and 
announced that he would consider the possib ility  of making Catholic 
schools a specia l grant la ter  on.*^ The opposition to the adm inistration's 
schem e, from what the Standard called "a very bigoted section of D issen ters, " 
did not succeed.
Proposals for reform ing the machinery of the Poor-Laws received  a better  
reception. The B ill replacing the three C om m issioners with a Board 
responsible to Parliam ent, passed through the Commons in June 1847. The 
Tory Standard had been particularly in favour of such a m easure. ,vThe 
Poor Law Com m issioners" said the paper "must be pom m elled until they  
relinquish their hold. Yet at the end of the final session  of Parliam ent, 
when the Standard reviewed the achievem ents of R u ssell's twelve months 
in office, the paper made no mention of this reform . Instead the journal 
chose to s tr e ss  the government's "barren perform ance".* Of the socia l 
reform s proposed in relation to education, health and the railw ays, only 
the first of these had been effected, the paper pointed out, and even this 
had been at the price of embittering .the D issenters . The Standard also  
referred to P ee l's  "greatest mischief" - the destruction of the once 
powerful Tory party.
The Chronicle too spoke of P eel in relation to the "remarkable quietude"
at the build up to the general election, attributing such calm to the
5  *
dem oralising of the Conservatives under his leadersh ip .*
"He has divided their strength, destroyed their coherence, 
and, w orse than a l l , broken up the great Conservative 
foundations which gave that party a name and an object . . .
At this moment there ’ is  no question great enought to 
form a party on. "
Nationally, public disinterest towards the election was such, that the
Tim es expressed doubts as to the value of the exercise .
"The electioneering intelligence from the P rovinces,"  
declared the paper, "is of the m ildest character . . .
There is  the greatest difficulty in hitting on a subject
*1 Hal£vy op cit Vol. IV pp 173-5.
*2 Standard 1st May.
*3 Standard 29th August 1846.
*4 Standard 3rd July.
*5 Chronicle 1.5th June.
Worthy of dividing townsmen against townsmen and 
brother against brother . . . It may fairly be questioned  
whether this is  exactly the tim e for a general 
election ."*!
The C hronicle, however., did not entirely agree with this view point, and
picked out the issu es  of education and the position of Catholics in society;
as being especially  important. The problem s of the Navigation Laws, and
2the rights of tenant farm ers, were also stressed . *
"it must not be supposed in the absence of strong party 
feelings" the journal said, that "there is  no legislation  
of importance contemplated. On the contrary, we 
have the great question of education still before us.
On. this may be said to hinge the granting of privilege  
or relief to Roman Catholics, either in a participation  
of money for schools, a support for their clergy in 
Ireland, and the repeal of certain statutes that they 
assert s till p ress invidiously upon them'.'*3
By the end of July, the Chronicle had clarified  its opinions, and confidently 
wrote,
"There can be very little  doubt now of the pivot upon 
• which the E lections will turn . . . The touchstone is  
to be the granting or witholding of revenue to the 
Irish Roman Catholic Church . . .  We have no doubt 
that the whole m ass of electors w ill be leavened to 
the one opinion or to the other before a month is  
over."*4
The paper cr itic ised  P ee l's  speech in favour of allowing stipends to
Roman Catholic clergy, which would "raise the Romanist Priesthood from
subsistence upon their wretched flocks by an allowance from the T reasury."
The Chronicle applauded the pledges of loyalty to the Established Church
which the candidates for East Surrey had given the e lectors, arid the
following week, welcomed too Lord John R u ssell's  reassurance that he
, 5  ■ .
had no intention of proposing any m easure of Catholic endowment.*
Electors were recommended to require candidates to pledge "to preserve
the Church as by law established against any participation of its  rights with
*1 Tim es 29th June.
*2 To reduce transport costs and hence to  promote low er com  p r ices ,
the Navigation Acts had been tem porarily suspended in 1847.
*3 Chronicle 6th July.
*4 Ibid 20th July .
*5 Ibid 27th July.
the Roman Catholics, " and Whig representatives were urged "to
declare at once their opposition to an Endowment Bill".*'*' In a sim ilar
vein, the Standard called on voters to elect only those individuals who
2
were staunch opponents of "Popery".*
Charles Baring Wall did not seek re-election  as a representative for
Guildford in 1847, but successfu lly  stood as a candidate for the Borough
3
of Salisbury, not far from h is home near Southampton. * Henry Currie,
defeated at the 1841 contest in Guildford had already announced his intention
4of renewing his challenge in the event of a dissolution. * The Herald
5
expected him to fill W all's vacancy without opposition. * Currie and Ross
Mangles seem  to have anticipated no challenge either, since both men were
rather dilatory in issu ing pre-election  add resses. But this state of affairs
did not satisfy  at least one Guildford elector who wrote to the Standard
complaining that the town had been given no information as to the candidates ’
definitely standing for election, let alone anything about the view s of such
individuals on the questions of the day. The w riter continued:
"On the all important subject of Popery, it w ill not be 
sufficient fo r a candidate to state generally that he is  
attached or even warmly attached, to the Established  
Church. He must state specifically  with reference to the 
questions of the Maynooth College, the Endowment of 
Popish C lergy, and other points in connection with 
this subject, how he will show his attachment to the - 
Church by his votes in Parliam ent, if  returned. "*G
Currie's first address was in fact published the following week, but was
composed of the usual rather vague generalisations characteristic of such
documents, and made no specific reference to the issu e  of Catholicism .
"Attached as I am to the ancient'Institutions of the 
Country," he said , "I am prepared to support them , 
and at the sam e time to adopt all reasonable im provem ents.,"*7
Mangles managed to publish a statement of his principles a l it t le  earlier
than Currie, yet even then, it only appeared nine days before the date of
the election, and was no m ore inform ative. "I am not conscious of having
departed on any occasion from the principles which I avowed . . . in 1841, "
8
Mangles w rote.* But at lea st the Liberal Surrey Gazette was happy
*1 Ibid 20th July. *5 Herald 17th July 1847.
*2 Standard 10th July. *6 Standard 17th July.
*3 Ibid 12th June. *7 Standard 24th July.
*4 Surrey Mercury 14th March 1846. *8 Surrey Gazette 20th Ju ly .
with the address , applauding
"its manly, independent.and straightforward tone" as 
"that of a man who fee ls that he has been right and 
that he has acted right. There is  a tone of confidence 
in it, which is  well calculated to inspire a sim ilar  
feeling.in those to whom it is  addressed. "*!
The next week,the Gazette carried a letter  from one of Mangles supporters
in Guildford, who called the address, "plain, sound and honest, appealing
„ 2not to our prejudices but to our reason. * Evidently certain individuals 
in the town objected to Mangles' support for the Maynooth Grant, as the 
w riter took pains to point.out that it had been awarded to the sem inary  
over a long period of tim e.
"All that has been done, " he argued, "is to render it 
adequate for the purposes for which it was originally  
intended . . . not the building of churches, nor the 
endowment of b ishop rics, but sim ply for the purpose 
of collegiate education."
Other opposition to Mangles was apparently based on his vote against the
Com Laws.
"One would have thought" commented the sam e  
correspondent, "after the fa llacies of the protective  
system  had been so eloquently and unanswerably 
exposed by the Anti-Corn Law League that this cry  
would have been abandoned, but drowning men catch 
at straw s. "*3 : .
Yet the chief issu e  was the Catholic one. The Chronicle felt that "this
Anti-Romanist feeling is  a very strong one, and may be made to supply
■ i. 4 ■the want of political excitem ent on other subjects . . . * It was on the
basis of such sentim ents that the Tory Thomas Lyon Thurlow cam e forward
at som e tim e during the la st week before the Election to challenge Mangles 
5  r
and C urrie.* His candidature was so la te , that there was not even the
*1 Ibid.
*2 Gazette 27th July.
*3 Ibid.
*4 Chronicle 20th July.
*5 Thurlow was a pensioner of Trinity C ollege, Cambridge. His father
p ossessed  various government pensions, chief of which was an annual 
compensation of £7, 352/14/6  for his work as patentee of bankrupcy 
from 1829. The fam ily home was at Baynard's Park between 
Guildford and Horsham. (Boase op cit p. 689).
chance of publicising it in the loca l p r e s s . On polling day Samual Haydon, 
a banker, nominated Thurlow, and stated:-
MI am quite certain that pledges should neither be required 
nor given but upon extraordinary occasions. At the 
sam e tim e I must think the present occasion one in 
which a distinct pledge should be required; I mean 
a pledge that no further concessions shall be made to the 
Roman Catholic Church. "*1
This was a moderate assertion  indeed, compared with the language of
John Norton, who seconded the proposal.
"it is  a question" he argued, " as to whether our 
children shall enjoy the same rights and privileges  
as ourselves, as to civ il and religious liberty. It 
is  a question also as to whether we shall continue to 
give concessions to the Romist Church till she again 
becom es predominant in the land or no . . . Much 
praise  is  due to the gentleman who has come forward 
at the eleventh hour to a ss is t  in crushing Popery. The 
Church of Jesus Christ is  in danger from the rampant 
whore Popery . . . "*2
Norton reminded the electors that God would require at their hands an
account of how they gave their vo tes at that election, and that these would
be recorded to eternity. Thurlow, he said, came forward "to oppose the
dangerous errors of popery . . . to oppose those who are fa lse  to the Lord
Jesus Christ. " He h im self stood before them "in the name of the King of
Kings. " Popery claim ed the power of dethroning Kings, he continued, of
setting up thrones, and pulling them down, ."it absolved subjects from their  
ti 3
allegiance. * Such alm ost blasphemous rhetoric was obviously not to the 
liking of quite all the assem bled crowd, for Norton's speech was 
punctuated by frequent "groans and h isses"  from the floor.
Mangles was the first of the candidates to speak. He thought it unjust to
accuse him of leaning towards Popery, just because he had " found it to
be my duty to render som e little  justice to my poor Roman Catholic fellow
subjects," especially  as he was a comm ittee member of the Church
4M issionary Society.*
*1 Standard 31st July.
*2 Standard 31st July.
*3 Surrey Gazette 3rd August.
*4 Standard 31st July.
"I beg it to be distinctly understood," he asserted ,
"that I am a zealous Protestant, but at the same time 
I w ill make no pledges as to what my future conduct 
shall be. "
He emphasised that Lord John R ussell had no intention of endowing the 
Catholic Church, though he could not speak for Sir Robert P ee l. He 
went on to refer to his six  years in the Commons during which tim e he 
had voted in favour of free trade and the government's educational plans. 
Mangles also expressed him self favourable to an am elioration of the 
country's crim inal code, and said that the death penalty might gradually 
be abolished altogether. Finally he returned once m ore to the Catholic 
issu e , alleging that sm all tradesm en amongst his supporters, were afraid 
to give him their vote openly. He thought Thurlow's friends were not 
justified in bringing the latter forward because their candidate had no 
chance. Ill-fee lin g  in the Borough would be the only resu lt, Mangles 
concluded. *1
Currie, however, claim ed that the opposition had been mounted, not
against M angles, but against h im self, because of his approval of the
Maynooth Grant. He considered him self as good a Protestant as anyone
th ere , although he declined to give any p led ges. Although as a farm er he
had been an opponent of the Anti-Corn Law League, now repeal was a fact,
he wished to see  free trade in everything, including com m odities like
tea. He did not approve of any education m easure, unless religion was
made part and parcel of the schem e, or. of any government interference with
2
the hours of labour.* Thurlow assured the electors that he had com e
forward neither to oppose Currie nor M angles, but to oppose concessions
to the Roman Church. In the Herald, however, Thurlow was quoted as
saying that he was told that if he offered h im self as a candidate on the sam e
3
side as C urrie, then the latter would resign .*  Whether this was sim ply  
wishful thinking on Thurlow's part, or whether som e of those who wanted 
to promote an anti-Catholic candidate deliberately deceived him , is  im possib le  
to say. But since Thurlow did not make his appearance until Currie had 
virtually completed what can only have been a very encouraging canvass, 
there can never have been any real possib ility  of such a resignation.
*1 Herald 31st July.
Standard 31st July.
*3 Herald 31st July.
At the poll, Thurlow's supporters put on a brave display, with banners 
proclaim ing "Thurlow and Protestantism " and "Church and State".*"/
But there was very little  excitement in the town, and their adopted 
candidate was decisively  beaten. Mangles finished ahead of him by 242 
votes to 184 whilst Currie easily  topped the poll with 336 votes.
In his post-election  address , Currie reiterated his great in terest in 
Guildford and its m arkets, as an agriculturist. But the largest part of. 
his speech, was devoted to praise for the absence of corruption in 
the election campaign.
"The great and good principle of Purity of Election has 
now been carried out," he declared. "That it has been 
realised  in my person is  owing to.your noble and generous 
support. Men of Guildford, you may now boast that your 
Borough stands pre-em inently high among the constituencies 
of England. I have received a greater number of votes 
than have been given to any candidate since the passing  
of the Reform Bill; and I do declare that I have not 
exercised , either directly or indirectly, any corrupt 
influence over any - even the humblest - of the 
E lectors?*2
The Standard certainly felt that C urrie’s triumph was thoroughly deserved
in view"of the "profligate corruption" with which he had had to contend
3at the 1841 contest.*
Thurlow, in turn, felt that he had achieved a su ccess in the number of votes 
given him , relative to the time he had had for canvassing. The Standard 
made an allusion to a setback which had apparently crippled Thurlow's 
campaign: -
"Mr. Thurlow, whose demeanour throughout is  the 
universal theme of praise, was called in to the rescue  
of the Conservative party much too late,to  ensure su ccess , 
as both the other candidates had nearly completed their  
canvass; but he suffered m ore for an unlooked for and 
serious defection,, which we will not trust our feelings 
to comment on. "*4
It is  interesting that the paper should see  Thurlow as coming "to the rescue
*1 Standard 31st July.
*2 Chronicle 3rd August.
*3 Standard ,31st July (A reference to the activities of Charles Baring
Wall on that occasion).
*4 Ibid.
of the Conservative party" when Currie was acknowledged as belonging 
to the Country-Protectionist Party. Presum ably Currie, although not 
a P ee lite , was nonetheless considered too liberal in regard to the Catholic 
question. His campaign was handled by the Guildford so lic itor , John 
Sm allpiece, whose fam ily had consistently organised the Tory interest 
at election tim e. Thurlow’s candidature, on the other hand, was promoted 
by a local surgeon, Dr. Napper, who had.not been noticably active in 
the Borough’s politics before. ** With Mangles' affairs being handled by 
Joseph Hockley, another experienced electioneer, it seem s possible that 
Thurlow's "serious defection" might have occurred in this vital sphere of 
political expertise. John Norton, in proposing Thurlow, had alleged that
an attempt was being made to make Guildford " a c lose  borough, of the
2
basest description, and perhaps for ever" .*  Amongst these individuals 
who would have preferred there to have been no contest in 1847 , may well 
have been certain eminent personalities from whom Thurlow had expected  
support.
After the Election, Mangles complained that "unfair use" had been made of
the "No Popery" issu e , but he congratulated the voters on the ultimate
failure'of this "dodge".
"Although a misunderstanding of my principles and feelings 
in respect of our Roman Catholic fellow-countrym en has ■ 
lo st me upon this occasion the support of som e valued 
friends, " he contended, "I am proud to reflect that the 
course that I have taken during the past six  years has won 
me the good opinion of other E lectors form erly opposed to 
m e. "*3
In 1847 Mangles did in fact gain the support of various leading Conservatives 
who had not previously voted for him. Jam es Stedman, a surgeon, Thomas 
Taunton a m altster, and Thomas Chennell, a brewer, who had all supported 
the two Tory candidates in 1841, now voted for Mangles and Currie.
Immediately before polling took place, Mangles had claim ed that the main
4opposition to his re-election  emanated from anti-Catholic opinion.* The
*1 Ibid.
*2 Herald 31st July.
*3 Chronicle 3rd August.
*4 Herald 31st July.
Chronicle had also predicted:
"we shall not be at all surprised to hear that the 
liberal calculations of m ajorities of voters in their 
favour has in many instances been very seriously  
diminished by the scruples of conscience it (the 
Anti-Romanist feeling) has raised. "*1
But in Guildford, support for Mangles at the poll, did not substantiate
such a forecast. To a lim ited extent, Mangles perhaps did suffer from an
anti-Catholic vote. The sm all businessm en appear to have been inhibited
in their support, as Mangles feared. Fewer votes were cast for the L iberals
by the le s s  wealthy reta ilers and petty entrepreneurs of C lass 3, compared
with past voting patterns. All social and occupational groups apart from
them, gave Mangles an increased percentage of the poll in 1847 relative
to 1841. The town's soc ia l ^lite were the only other c la ss  where Thurlow
came c lose  to matching Mangles' support. Currie was m ore popular than
both men throughout the electorate. The group of ordinary craftsm en, who
were strongly pro-L iberal, again distinguished sharply between the two
Conservative candidates, using second votes to try arid ensure C urrie's
su ccess at the expense of the ultra-Tory Thurlow.
Table 44 Voting by Social and Occupational Class in 1847 (Percentages)
Occupational C lass 
Currie Thurlow Mangles
Class 1
Gentlemen
Higher P rofessions
Capitalists & the Rich
Class 2
All P rofession s  
Subprofessions 
M oderately Wealthy
Class 3 
Retailers
Petty Entrepreneurs
C lass 4
Craftsmen
C lerical
C lass 5 
Labour
43
40
45
44
44
22
25
25
24
25
35
35
30
32
31
Social C lass 
Currie Thurlow Mangles
42
45
45
46
44
28
24
26
19
25
30
31
29
35
31
*1 Chronicle 20th July.
Machin describes the Voluntarists as "declaring war" on all MPs who had 
voted for either proposal involving religious endowment by the State - the 
Maynooth and education m e a s u r e s I n  Guildford, although such doctrinal 
dogma was le s s  important than the prejudices aroused by the m ore trad­
itional cry of "no Popery", there is  evidence of a very sm all voluntarist 
vote. Amongst the town's D issenters, the Strict Baptists were noticable 
as the only group to give all their support to the Tory candidates. In 
contrast, 75% of their vote had gone to the L iberals at the previous content. 
Overall in 1847, from 34 local Nonconform ists, Mangles received 22 votes, 
Currie 24 and Thurlow 12, 7 of which came from the Strict Baptists.
On the other hand Thurlow did not receive the solid  support from Guildford's 
Anglican clergy that was normally accorded to a Conservative candidate.
Two c ler ics  voted for Mangles and Currie, one for Thurlow alone and two 
others abstained.. As two Nonconformist m inisters were a lso  unpolled, 
this represented an unusually high abstention rate for this sm all group, 
indicating perhaps, som e equivocal sentim ents on the Catholic issu e .
P ossib ly  they were offended by the blasphemy of a speaker like John Norton. 
Their absence at the polls helped push the abstention rate for the professions  
up to 32%. But among the gentlemen too, 26% did not reg ister  a vote. Lower 
down the occupational hierarchy there was a far higher turn-out, with only 
9% of the reta ilers and petty entrepreneurs and 6% of both the craftsm en and 
workers failing to exercise  their franchise.
The townspeople as a whole do seem  to have been genuinely concerned  
about the issu e  of Catholicism . When neither Mangles nor Currie adopted 
an anti-Catholic stance, Thurlow was brought forward. It was m ore a 
question, of the local electorate forcing the politicians to take notice of 
its feelin gs, than of the candidates contriving to create an issu e  for the 
purposes of election. However ludicrous it may appear in hindsight, a 
proportion of ordinary voters in Guildford did seem  to feel that the Protestant 
establishment was being seriously  threatened by Catholicism . It was on 
this fear alone, that Thurlow based his candidature. The c lear predominance 
of the "no popery" controversy at the contest would a lso  suggest that both
*1 G. I. T. Machin: "The Maynooth Grant, the D issenters and
Disestablishm ent 1845-7" in the English H istorical Review 1967 
p. 7 8 . :  : .
parties had, for the tim e being at lea st, accepted the repeal of the Corn 
Laws as an accom plished fact.
In m id-August, the Standard remarked, "the English elections were so  
quietly conducted that they scarcely  furnish m aterials for comment.,l>^
Such was the case in West Surrey. John Trotter, the division's Tory MP 
announced his retirem ent from public life  at the beginning of July, and a 
Conservative m eeting at the White Hart Inn agreed that Henry Drummond 
should be nominated to replace him, as representing protectionist 
opinion. The Standard described him as "a gentlemen of whose exalted  
character, vast attainments, zeal and untiring activity, we cannot speak 
too highly.
Drummond him self appealed for a com pletely free hand in Parliam ent:
"in tim es when confidence in public men is  m ore than 
. ever shaken, and all definite principles of government 
/  set at nought . . . neither you or I can foresee how an 
independent man may be required specifica lly  to act 
upon the many extraordinary, questions which will 
probably arise  in m ost unexpected shapes, "*3
In a second address Drummond said that although he had always supported
the Corn Laws as the means of ensuring steady p r ic e s , now abolition had
been accom plished, the doctrine of free trade should be applied to other
com m odities. Consequently agriculturists would benefit from a decrease
in the cost of production. He advocated investm ent to increase production
with the proviso that tenants were guarranteed against any lo s s  of their
capital. He did not want to see the Navigation Laws abolished, however,
because he feared Britain's "coasting-trade" - a nursery for seam en -
would be adversely affected. On the Poor Laws, Drummond felt that
although they were humanely adm inistered in West Surrey, their inhumane
principles still needed reform . In particular he mentioned the crueL
separation of husbands from wives and parents from children.
For the Whigs, William Denison, though in poor health, put h im self forward 
for re-election  once m ore. Both candidates were obviously sa tisfied  that
*1 Standard 21st August.
*2 Ibid 17th July.
*3 Ibid Advertisement dated 13th July.
there would be no contest, for Denison let it be known that he would be 
unable to canvass because of gout, whilst Drummond proffered the 
excuse of lack of time for his failure to carry out a canvass. A w riter to . 
the Chronicle took exception to this complacency, arguing that Denison 
would soon recover and Drummond quickly find the time for canvassing  
if  another candidate appeared. The correspondent asked if other electors  
were happy that a "hole and corner meeting" should pick a candidate on their  
behalf, only giving the voters the chance of questioning their potential 
representative on the day before the. election. Finally the w riter  
expressed the forlorn hope that the electors would arouse them selves
1
from their apathy and se lect candidates to oppose the two nom inees.*
On Election day, Denison'reviewed his own votes in the Commons - against
the abolition of the Corn Laws , in support of the Factory B ill and for the
Education B ill, which he regretted had floundered. Like his Tory colleague
Denison was also in favour of amending the Poor Law Act, to forbid the
2separation of aged wives and husbands, and to extend out-door r e lie f . * 
Drummond arguing that nobody could define what Conservatism and 
Liberalism  now meant, said that he must be allowed to "be independent of 
all such words as Whig and Tory, and regard principle alone". To 
illustrate his position, Drummond reminded the electors that he had been 
one of the few Tories to leave the party over the question of reform  in 1832. 
Believing that som e changes were needed, he had supported the m oderate 
Whig, John I. B riscoe , at the 1830 contest. "I was born a Tory - and I 
stuck to Toryism , till it became as dead as a door nail,"  he explained. 
Finally, Drummond contended that "class legislation" by a privileged elitef ■ .
in Parliam ent had come to an end with Reform. There should now be 
"perfect equality among all persons,"  he asserted . "No one c la ss  must 
be allowed to dominate over another. " Presum ably this was an allusion  
to the clash between the manufacturers and agriculturists over the Corn 
Laws, because he then went on to look forward to an extension of free
3
trade that would low er farming costs. * He and Denison were then duly 
declared elected.
*1 Chronicle 27th July.
*2 Ibid.
*3 Ibid.
At a tim e when agricultural p rices were high, there was no pressing
reason for farm ers to engage actively in the local election campaigns.
But the absence of the Corn Laws as an issu e  at both the Guildford and
West Surrey elections, indicates the extent to which the protectionists had
been dem oralised by the triumph of Free Trade. The Chronicle thought
the Protectionist in terest, "a little  out of date" with the abolition of the
Corn Laws.*'*’ Yet in 1847 F ree  Trade had not been able to supply the
cheap bread which many of its supporters, rightly or wrongly, had looked
forward to. At the end of 1846, even before formal abolition had taken
effect, the Surrey Mercury blamed the high price of bread on the repeal
of the Corn Laws. The paper argued that general uncertainty as to the
future had led farm ers to sow a sm aller area of land than normal during
the year. The weather, it was asserted , had been "by no m eans unfavourable" 
2 /to the crop .*  Halevy, however, states that the harvest was poor throughout
W estern Europe. In this situation speculators pushed the price of corn
3beyond the 100/- (£5) a quarter mark at the end of May.* Though the 
Guildford market never exceeded the 9 5 /- (£4. 75) a quarter, bread was 
apparently more expensive in the town than places round about. An angry
w riter to th e Standard claim ed that a quartern loaf cost 1 /-  (5p) in Guildford,
■ i 4ll^-d (4. 6p) in Godalming and lOd (4p) in London.* Despite such
circum stances, economic questions were barely mentioned at the Guildford
contest. In the country as a whole, there were some protests raised
against the. existing monetary system  by Tory and Chartist candidates,
5
when the speculative market in corn broke in August.* But such discontent 
made little  impact and came too late to influence the Guildford contest.
• • 1
Overall at the General Election, the failure of protectionism  helped to 
increase Liberal and P eelite  strength. The C onservatives were divided 
and weak, although this split in the party was not apparent in West Surrey. 
Locally, protectionist feelings were sufficiently uniform and strong to 
maintain a united organisation. Nobody of importance broke ranks to ‘
align them selves with the P ee lite s . Henry, Drummond was the only
*1 Chronicle 3rd August.
*2 Mercury 9th November 1846.
*3 Haldvy op cit p. 192.
*4 Standard 15th May 1847,
*5 Haldvy op cit p. 203.
his party allegiance, by declaring h im self "independent of all such words 
as Whig and Tory". But he had always been something of a political 
m averick (as when he left the party over Reform) and his stance did not 
iso la te  him from local Tory organisation. At a national lev e l, personal 
anim osity towards P ee l prevented reconciliation. Yet the Protectionists  
p o sse ssed  no one with P e e l’s stature and scarcely  anyone with experience 
of office. As the Tory Standard remarked:
"Let us keep Lord John R ussell until some of the 
prom ising young men, just returned to Parliam ent, . 
have had tim e to feel their strength, and to form a 
constitutional party free from the sin ister  support 
of P ee l, and the treacherous aid of Radical a llie s ." * !
*1 Standard 14th August.
e) The 1849 West Surrey Election.
In his pre-e lection  address of 1847, Ross Mangles had declared:-
"One of the m ost important, and to me m ost satisfactory  
resu lts of the leg isla tive  m easures of the Parliam ent 
about to be dissolved, has been the great narrowing, I 
may say the alm ost entire disppearance of the ground of 
difference heretofore separating thinking and moderate 
men. There is  now, indeed, but little  room for dissension  
between the reasonable Liberal and the resonable Con­
servative. I am not one of those who desire to keep up 
party distinctions or party watchwords, when the final 
decision of so many important m atters upon which 
honest men have hitherto differed, happily perm its all 
who wish well to our Common Country to combine for 
the beneficial purposes-of carrying out every practical . 
and safe reform and improvement of our institutions, 
of removing all the remaining restrictions on industry 
and enterprise, and of advancing to the utmost the 
socia l prosperity of the British Em pire. "*1
But the price of such supposed flexibility was a long period of confusion
and instability in party p o litics. From the beginning of 1846 until
the passing of the 1867 Reform B ill, there were nine adm inistrations, and
for  the first period up to the General Election of 1852, no m inistry had a
r - : ■ 2
stable m ajority in Parliam ent. *
In its 1848 Budget, the Whig government scarcely  pleased anyone. Needing
to raise m ore revenue the m inistry was under p ressu re from all sides
actually to reduce taxation. The Liberal Gazette suggested that the
abolition of the Malt Tax should have preference over any reduction in other
duties and flatly stated that there was "no justification" for a continuation
3
of the income tax. * Consequently, when R ussell proposed to extend the 
income tax for a further three years, reactions were hardly favourable.
The Tory Standard railed against the "two short years of Whig rule and
M 4free trade legislation  which it blamed for the continuation of the tax .*
The Gazette too, found the budget "most unsatisfactory" and a "bitter
*1 Address Surrey Gazette 20th July.
*2 Woodward op cit p . 154.
*3 Gazette 18th January 1848.
*4 Standard 26th February.
disappointment". ^  At Guildford, a public m eeting was convened on 
25th February to protest against the income tax. Seventy individuals 
attended the m eeting and voiced their "alarm and indignation" over the 
extension of the tax, with all its  "pressing inequalities". Joseph Hockley, 
a Liberal referred to the "monster evil" and " odious impost" of the tax,
2in proposing a motion requesting the Borough MPs to oppose the m easure.*
The farming and Protectionist in terest, having failed to gain the removal 
of the malt tax, a lso  suffered a set-back over the question of the 
Navigation Laws. The Government had originally proposed to abolish these  
Acts in 1848, but opposition from the public, who felt the Laws were 
somehow essentia l for national security , led  to R ussell shelving the
3
B ill.*  The G azette, in favour of abolition, found it "disheartening" that
all the old arguments in favour of Protectionism  should be reiterated in
4the debate on the Navigation Act. * But colonial p ressu re for the permanent
suspension of the Laws brough the re-introduction of the B ill, which
5
survived Protectionist opposition to becom e law in June 1849.* The
Standard had vainly hoped that the House of Lords might be constrained
6to overturn theCommons' decision* whilst the Gazette was naturally
7
delighted at this repudiation of the principles of protection.*
Fluctuations in the price of corn after 1846, meant that the agriculturists
did not becom e reconciled to the policy of free  trade. After the speculative
c r is is  of June 1847, which had increased a quarter of wheat to 92/10d (£4. 64)
the price gradually fe ll to 46/lO d (£2. 34) in June 1848. (In Guildford prices
were slightly higher reaching 94/1 (£4. 70) a quarter in their zenith before
falling to 56/8 (£2.83) by the first week of 1848). The fall continued in
1849, after the Act of 1846 had finally come into full operation.. The farm ers'
complaints increased when agricultural produce did not share in the general
r ise  in prices during.1849. As early as January, local agriculturalists
8demanded the repeal of the Malt and Hop ta x es .*  The Standard proclaim ed,
*1 Gazette 22nd and 29th February.
*2 Standard 4th March.
*3 Hal^vy op cit pp 275-6. At the 1847 West Surrey E lection, Drummond 
had argued that the Acts nurtured seam anship.
*4 Gazette 20th June 1848.
*5 Haldvy op cit p. 277.
*6 Standard 12th May 1849.
❖7 Gazette 8th May.
*8 Gazette 2nd January . •
"Free Trade has had a fair trail and it has proved to be a failure, " and
went on to speculate that ''protection to British Agriculture and Industry
. w ill again be established soon. "*  ^ To promote this objective, a
flurry of m eetings took place. In March the restoration of Protection was
2
demanded at a County m eeting,* while two weeks later a group of thirty
tenant farm ers convened another gathering to consider agricultural ,
d istress . Attended by local M Ps, a motion was carried for the reform  of
3  '
taxation to lighten the burden on agriculture. * This demand was supported
by another m eeting at Godalming, which recognised
"the n ecessity  of exerting ourselves in every possib le way 
for the repeal of the taxes on malt and hops, the equalisation  
of taxation, and a decrease in the lavish expenditure of the 
country. "*4
Yet a further m eeting was convened at which it was decided to create a new 
agricultural society  to p ress the farm ers1 case . The West Surrey United 
A ssociation for"the Protection of Agriculture and Native Industry" was 
therefore set up with a central board.at Guildford and d istrict ones at 
Dorking, Chertsey, Farnham and Godalming. When William Denison, 
the constituency's Whig MP, died in the sum m er of 1849, the scene was 
set for a belated showdown in West Surrey over the abolition of the Corn 
Laws. -..........................  ..........
The sudden event of an election found both the L iberals and T ories uncertain
as to whom they should put forward. A Tory m eeting at Guildford chose
Felix Ladbroke of Epsom , as an advocate of "the Agricultural Interest and
Protector of British Industry. "* The.Gazette however, rightly suspected
that Ladbroke was only a stop-gap choice, for he dropped out of the contest
a week la ter , when another m eeting recommended William J. Evelyn of
6Wootton near Dorking, as Tory candidate.* Whom the L iberals would
nominate was le s s  c lear. John Ivatt B riscoe , an MP for Surrey from 1830
to 1832, and then for East Surrey until 1834, had announced his candidature
7
in the week after Denison's death.* In his address he advocated
*1 Standard 24th February.
*2 Ibid 10th March.
*3 Ibid 10th April.
*4 Ibid 24th Aprii.
*5 Gazette 14th August.
*6 Ibid 21st August.
*7 B riscoe had also  represented Westbury from 1837-1841.
retrenchment, financial reform and free trade. ■
"I cannot flatter the farm er with the hope that protection  
w ill be restored to him, " said B riscoe, "Now that the 
Corn Laws have been repealed, the true interest of the 
farm er w ill be best consulted by having the principle 
of free trade fully carried out. I do not comprehend the 
fa irness of taxing highly the barley of the British  
agricu lturists, even for the purposes of revenue, whilst 
the corn of the foreigner is  subjected to no tax whatever. "*1
The Standard was particularly scornful of B riscoe's candidature, suggesting
2
that there was not the "remotest" chance of him going to the p o ll.*  Sure
enough, B riscoe announced his withdrawal at a Liberal m eeting at Guildford
a few days la ter . The G azette failed to report the reasons Mii'ch B riscoe
gave for his action, and in a guarded editorial said, "Suffice it to say that
the arrangement is  one which has more perfectly  cemented the L iberal 
3Party.."* The sam e m eeting proposed Richard W. Edgell of Egham as
Liberal candidate, who was also a free-trad er. Mangles em phasised the'
need for Surrey L iberals to be united in their efforts. The Tory Standard
was predictably m ore forthcoming as to why its rivals had changed 
4p erson a lities.*  Mocking B riscoe for even having gone about a canvass, 
the pape r suggested that he should have known that the Reform Club chose  
Liberal candidates in West Surrey, and not the e lectors. Edgell, a sserted  
the journal, sim ply offered to spend more money on fighting the Election  
than B riscoe and was therefore chosen. This version of events was never  
contradicted and thus stands as an illustration of the growing importance 
of party central offices and hierarchy at this tim e. The -Gazette c ontinued 
to be rather reticient about the whole affair, sim ply mentioning that many 
leading L iberals did not feel that their party's best in terests would be
5
served by B riscoe's candidature. * On 8th September the Standard published  
a letter  substantiating its statem ents. The w riter claim ed that B riscoe  
had not been w illing to incur what the Reform Club regarded as "a sufficient 
portion of the expenses" of his election. Apparently B riscoe had not been  
prepared to spend more than he had done at two previous East Surrey 
contests. The correspondent also  alleged that the Club had disapproved of • 
B riscoe's action in coming forward unsolicited by the association . Certainly
*1 Gazette 21st August. (Interestingly, this argument was adopted by 
the Protectionists' candidate in 1849 and dubbed "Fair P lay  in 
Competition").
*2 Standard 25th August.
*3 Gazette 28th August.
*4 Standard 1st September.
*5 Gazette 4th September.
E dgell1 s view s do not seem  to have differed in any way from those of 
B riscoe . His first address contained the sam e them es as the la tter 's  had 
done:
"I conceive that a great reduction may and must be made 
in the Public Expenditure, n Edgell wrote. Upon the 
question of Free Trade, I wish to declare my conviction  
that it is  now the interest of all parties, and m ore 
particularly of the farm er , that its principle should be 
com pletely and promptly carried out. I consider, and 
have always declared my opinion that on the Repeal of 
the Corn Laws the farm er is  entitled to be relieved at 
once from the pressu re of those burdens as a compensation 
for which Protection was originally granted, and as a 
large farm er m yself, and deeply interested in land, I 
regret that the A gricu lturists, instead of pursuing the 
phantom of Protection , did not at the tim e stipulate for 
those reductions to which they were entitled, and to 
which I am prepared to maintain their right. "*1
Obviously the problem for the Liberals in West Surrey was one of
personalities and not differing p o lic ies. A letter  signed "H. L. L. ",
presum ably from Henry Lawes Long, the old Godalming radical, called
on the L iberals to forget their "petty differences" and.to support the grand
2cause o f c iv i l ,  religious and com m ercial Liberty all over the world. "*
The danger to the Liberal cause, he asserted , was ."indifference" and a 
"want of union". Long a lso  contended that the Tories might have been 
content to have left Denison’s seat to the L iberals, had the Conservative  
Henry Drummond been le s s  independent in his v iew s. Like B r isco e ’s 
address, the Gazette found Edgell’s platform
"honest, manly, open and unreserved . . . There is  no 
beating about the bush on points such as expenditure 
and protection. "*3
On the other hand, the paper did not feel that Evelyn had expressed  his
viewpoint so clearly , and asked whether he would advocate a return to
protective duties on foreign corn, as the West Surrey Protection Society
obviously hoped. The Gazette was in fact convinced that Evelyn was not
the protectionist candidate that the Country party in Surrey would have
liked. Having taken no part in politics previously, Evelyn's view s were
"a black piece of paper, " the journal suggested.
*1 Gazette 21st August.
*2 Ibid.
*'3 Ibid 28th August.
"We can only regret that so am iable.and excellent 
a private gentleman should have suffered him self 
to be beguiled in to , politically  speaking, such bad 
company" the editorial concluded. *1'
Apart from protection and its associated  problem s, the only other issu e
mentioned during the whole campaign, concerned the adm ission of Jews
into Parliam ent. In February 1848, the Commons had passed  a Jewish
D isabilities B ill by a m ajority of 74. The Gazette, expressing its
"unqualified satisfaction ,"  said,
"it is  sufficient evidence that the age of intolerance 
and of religious persecution is  fast fading away, despite 
. the attempts of the weak, the timid or the bigotted to 
prolong their reign. "*2
Presum ably, the paper included the Standard amongst the latter category
as that newspaper opposed Jewish equality. The Standard wrote:
"it is  upon religious grounds entirely that we object to 
their adm ission into Parliam ent, because we consider  
such adm ission a national declaration that it is  a 
m atter of indifference whether our B lessed  Lord is  
worshipped as God, or reviled as a m alefactor and 
im poster. It w ill be the triumph of infidelity. "*3
Lee Steere, the Sheriff of Surrey, evidently agreed, for he refused a
request to convene a county m eeting in favour of removing the d isabilities  
4of the Jew s.*  The Gazette expMted som e uncertainty as to whether
5
Evelyn was for or against the leg isla tion .*  In an attempt to c larify  Ms 
position Evelyn so qualified his statement that it is  plain to see  how the 
confusion had arisen . Whilst on the one hand assertin g that he was "an 
advocate for the adm ission of Jews into Parliam ent," on the other he felt 
that the question did not require an im m ediate set tlem ent. Nor would he 
have voted "precipitedly" in favour of the B ill before the people of England
6 f
had been able to make their voices heard.*
Evelyn was even m ore anxious to sit on the fence over the main issu e  of
free trade, calling it "right and proper" in abstract, but "unsafe" as then
applied. The repeal of the Corn Laws, he thought had been carried  out
"hastily and precipitately . . . The transition should have been m ore gradual."
*1 Ibid. —— — ——  _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _  -
*2 Gazette 15th February 1848.
*3 Standard 19th February. ^  - -
;,.'4 Ibid 4th March.
*5 Gazette 28th August.
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Evelyn explained he would now support m easures that would afford re lie f  
to agriculture, such as a revision of the poor rates and of the relative  
burden of taxation on real and personal property. At lea st he was certainly  
not a hard-line protectionist .
"I am prepared to advocate an immediate return to a 
moderate duty on the importation of foreign corn, " he 
said. "Such a duty should be carried  as revenue not 
as protection . ... You are far too reasonable to expect 
a return to the old system  of protection, and would not 
wish me to make any magnificent prom ises that such 
protection Will be restored. "
The Gazette se ized  the chance to continue with its  theme that Evelyn was
not a protectionist, despite such a projection of him by som e of his supporters.
"We wish the Tory interest in Surrey - the much vaunted 
Protectionist and High Church Party - joy of their  
bargain, " the paper declared, "it was enough to make 
so egregious a blunder as to se lec t Mr . Drummond as a 
Protectionist Member, but to be twice fooled, by choosing  
a second candidate of. the sam e chameleon complexion is  
m ost charming. "*1
At this early stage of the campaign Evelyn seem s to have been in favour
of any help for British farm ers short of a return to protectionism . "They
should be placed on a fair footing" he said, "in their competition with the 
2foreigner. "* Evelyn a lso  undertook "to support every practicable
m easure tending to the re lie f of agriculture. " At a Conservative .rally in
Guildford, Colonel W. H. Sumner scoffed at the "absurd rumours" that
Evelyn was a man of "uncertain politics, " and that instead of being a
3
protectionist he was rapidly veering round to a Liberal viewpoint. * One 
farm er from Woking, a Mr. Robertson, made it c lear that he would never  
vote for Evelyn unless the latter was a genuine protectionist. Evelyn referred
to a notice he had just released  in an attempt to clarify his position.
T
"Having been m isrepresented by my opponents, " it read,
"and charged with abandoning protection so  far as 
agriculture is  concerned, I think it right publicly to  
contradict that statem ent. I am in favour of a reduction 
and equalisation of the burdens which place you at a 
disadvantage in your competition with the foreigner, 
and I am an advocate for a duty on the importation of 
foreign corn. "*4
*1 Ibid
*2 Advertisem ent Gazette 28th August.
*3 Gazette 11th September.
*4 Ibid. The notice was dated 8th September.
He further told the m eeting that he was "as much a friend to the legitim ate  
protection of British industry as any gentleman amongst them . n Finally  
he repeated that in his opinion the agricultural interest was not ripe for 
the experiment of free trade, which had been introduced with undue haste. 
Such a reply did not satisfy Mr. Robertson, who took Evelyn's statem ent 
to imply that had the government waited a little longer, they would have 
been quite correct in introducing free trade. The Gazette was quick to take 
up this divergence of opinion and commented again on Evelyn's supposed 
vacillations the following week. As the paper saw it, Evelyn had first  
appeared as a non-protectionist Conservative whose policy had become 
modified under pressure from "bigotted" supporters to that of protection. 
Finally he had em erged as a "sem i-Protectionist" candidate.
There was obviously a hard core of farm ers in West Surrey who did not 
regard the abolition of the Corn Laws as final. The difficulty in which 
Evelyn found h im self on the subject, testifie s  to the p ressu res that ex ists  
in an agricultural constituency .like West Surrey, to conform with 
protectionists feelings. There were also  those who regarded protection  
for agriculture as being essentia lly  patriotic . One "Anti-Peel" elector  
of Guildford asserted  that "a momentous step in the march of national 
policy" depended on the choice of the West Surrey electorate:
"the destinies of Britain and those vast colonial p ossession s, 
on which the sun never se ts , now trem ble in the balance. "*2
The w riter called on all landlords, yeomen, farm ers, and towns dependent
on the prosperity of agriculture to
"reject the candidate, whatever his other c la im s, who 
would encourage the cultivation of Foreign Soils, and 
drive the British cultivator to difficulty, penury, and 
the workhouse . . . Support him who will sustain National 
Industry, National Wealth, National Independence, National 
Faith, and National Happiness; and while thus fighting 
for domestic hearth and home, you w ill deserve the 
thanks of your country; for you w ill be struggling for 
her glory and her w elfare. "*3
Individuals such as th is, must have constituted a fairly potent force within
the West Surrey T ories, tending to push local Conservative policy in a
strongly protectionist direction.
*1 Ibid 18th September.
*2 L etter in the Gazette 28th August. _
*3 Ibid. ~
By nomination day on 22nd September Evelyn had formulated a coherent,
moderate stance on protection. He expressed a belief that both extrem e
protection and unlimited competition were ev ils , but that the establishm ent
of a system  of protection duties was nhighly n ecessary11 for the in terests
of the Country.."*^ "I am in favour of Protection,"  he said, "in the sense
  of fair play and equal competition. " Evelyn a lso  denied that to advocate
a revenue duty on corn was to throw over the principle of protection.
A revenue duty he argued, had to be a protective m easure, because whatever
amount of money it raised would relieve the farm er from a corresponding
2amount of taxation.* Unlike his rival, Edgell did not experience any 
difficulties in enunciating his view s. At a Guildford m eeting, Edgell 
em phasised that he "had always been on principle an enemy to that which . 
is  term ed protection. "* To seek the renewal of protection he believed  
was a "hopeless task” . "Let Farm ers throw to the winds any idea of 
seeking p rotection ," he said, "but let them come boldly forward and demand 
compensation. " Because the Town Hall became filled to the point of 
"suffocation" the nominations took place from a c ircle  of waggons, hurriedly  
drawn up in North Street. Evelyn, greeted by cr ies  of "go-home school-boy"  
from the crowd, was proposed by Colonel Sumner, who d ism issed  objections 
to youth of his nominee, by citing the career of the younger P itt. Henry 
Drummond also  spoke against the benefits of free trade, arguing that
profits emanating from it, had to be balanced against such things'as the
4 'destruction of the farm ers' capital.*
The Standard em phasised that Protection was not a hopeless cause, and 
called the P rotection ists, "the party of p rogress. "* The paper was 
confident about Evelyn's prospects, believing there to be "little or no 
doubt" as to the resu lt. "Mr. Evelyn" said the journal, "is entitled to 
the vote of every elector who looks on the present rate of im ports with 
distrust or alarm . "* The Gazette, however, did not agree:
*1 The Tim es 24th September.
*2 Standard 29th September.
*3 The Tim es 3rd September.
*4 The Tim es 24th September.
*5 Standard 15th September.
*6 Standard 22nd September.
"The m ore we reflect on Mr. Evelyn's speech at 
the hustings in combination with his previous 
declarations, 11 the paper declared " the m ore we 
are convinced that his championship of protection 
is  alien to his real conviction and rendered compulsory 
by his position. "*1
The Gazette contended as w ell that the Country Party was utilising Evelyn’s 
candidature to quietly modify its position on free trade. Having slid  
from "Protection and No Surrender, " to "Fair Play in Competition, " the 
Party could go on to accept free trade without losing face, said the 
journal.
The Tim es reported that on ejection day Guildford and other polling
centres were in "a state of unusual bustle and excitement". With the two
sides evenly matched a "hot contest" was anticipated. At the end of the
first day, Evelyn led Edgell by 1,144 votes to 988. Guildford had been very
peaceful until the state of the poll was announced. Unfortunately the rival
parties had their head-quarters in the White Hart and Crown Inns, which
stood directly opposite each other at the top of the High Street. Evelyn was
foolish enough to try and address the crowd from the Crown Inn. A
disturbance ensued, in which both inns had all their front windows broken.
Though the Riot Act was read, the town's five constables could do little
2
more than try and contain the trouble.*
The following morning Edgell retired from the contest, despite o v e r -800 
electors still being unpolled. The Gazette did not attempt to conceal its  
regret at the Liberal defeat. Predictably the paper blamed bad organisation  
for the reverse .
"They had deserved their defeat " it said , "deserved  
it by years of apathy and lis t le s s n e s s , and by their 
utter neglect of that concept and party? organisation of 
which their opponents not only know how to avail 
them selves, but which they as constantly and carefully  
keep up. "*3
With apathy no doubt resulting from the way Denison had held one seat for
over thirty y ears, there may have been a little  more justification than
normal for the lo sers  to point to this seem ingly perennial scapegoat, as the
cause of their set-back. ,     . . ______
*1 Gazette 25th September.
*2 Tim es 26th September .
*3 Gazette 2nd October.
„of free trade. The Standard was understandably exultant. , V
"The triumph consummated at Guildford is  a blow to the 
free traders through the length and breadth of. the land"
. it'p rocla im ed ... "The principle on which the election, turned 
. . . was that principle which the Tim es vainly assured  
electors was an exploded fallacy - the principle of 
'PROTECTION TO .AGRICULTURE AND BRITISH 
INDUSTRY' .; It was for this great, cause that the 
el e c t o rs in ev e ry dist ri e t ralii e d. " * 1
With the price of corn at the Guildford exchange virtually down to 4 0 /-  (£2)
a quarter at the tim e of the contest, Evelyn's election undoubtedly
represented a protest vote against the manner in which free trade was
operating. It was dissatisfaction with this system , rather than poor
Liberal organisation, as the Gazette claim ed, that resulted:
"in the election of a young gentleman com paratively  
unknown in the county and entirely undistinguished 
in political life  but who has been 'brought out' under 
the auspices of the old ultra Tory clique. "*2
The Conservative win, however, did not n ecessarily  a lso  represent a demand
f o r a  return to o ld-styled  protectionism , as the Standard im plied. In his
post-election  address, Evelyn explained once again that what he meant by
protection was "fair play in competition". For him , the present system  of
free trade was one of "unfair play in competition". He thus demanded an
equalisation of the burdens between agriculture and industry to help the 
3farmer.* Such a policy was not radically different from that of the West 
Surrey L iberals. Over three weeks before the contest, the Gazette had
contended that Evelyn was advancing very much the sam e view s as Edgell,
4 'though without the sam e conviction. * This interpretation was reinforced
by Evelyn's final speech.
"it is  c lear, " the paper said, "that Mr. Evelyn w ill aim  
at that which we have so often urged upon the agricu lturists, 
viz to obtain freedom from all restrictions which bear 
upon their calling whethe r directly or indirectly. "*5
The Gazette agreed with his statement that the farm er was suffering from.
"unfair play in competition" , but maintained that this was not the resu lt
of free trade. Such disadvantages, the journal argued "are part and
parcel of the old system  of Protection, which entailed a host of checks
and counter-checks."
*1 Standard 29th September.
❖2 G azette 2nd October.
*3 Tim es 28th September.
*4 Gazette 4th September.
f) West Surrey P olitics 1849-1852
The Protection ists' triumph at the 1849 West Surrey contest did not 
initiate any imm ediate County campaign for a return to protectionist 
princip les. At the tenth anniversary m eeting of the West Surrey 
Agricultural A ssociation, attended by local landowners and tenant farm ers, 
there were the usual demands for changes in taxation to help the farm er, 
but no all-out attack on F ree Trade. Indeed Ross Mangles said he believed  
that people who contended F ree Trade would "hopelessly and irretrievably"  
ruin agriculture, were often just bitter because of the political defeat 
suffered by the P rotectionists in 1846. Mangles and Henry Drummond both 
agreed that an improvement in agricultural methods, leading to "a greater  
development of the resourc es of the land, " was of vital im portance. *
Not until two months after Evelyn's victory was there a move to promote 
the P rotectionist cause. At a m eeting of the "West Surrey United 
A ssociation for the Protection of Agriculture and Native Industry" a petition 
was drawn up asking the Queen to dissolve Parliam ent for the purpose of 
giving the country an opportunity to reg ister  its opinion on the question of 
Protection. Drummond spoke of the need for the equalisation of the burdens 
on land and industry, em phasising the importance of such a m easure for the 
w ell-being of the agricultural labourer. * The Gazette iucom m enting on 
what it regarded as the "hopeless crusade" of the P rotectionist Party, 
took exception to what it saw as "a wealthy and powerful class"  attempting 
to gain the reversal of a m easure which had been achieved by the support of
3
the m asses after "seven years of toil and strife."*
The New Year brought further Protectionist m eetings. Two hundred and 
fifty local sym pathisers gathered at Guildford in January to hear Thomas L. 
Thurlow (the defeated candidate at the 1847 Borough contest) call for  "Justice 
to Agriculture". Defining F ree Trade as "foreign competition on unequal 
term s of competition with British Industry" (to the disadvantage of native 
farm er), Thurlow demanded changes in taxation, especia lly  in relation to 
the poor rates, to correct the injustice. Proposals were a lso  p assed  for  
the creation of a Chamber of Agriculture to collect and dissem inate
*1 Gazette 30th October 1849.
*2 Ibid 20th November.
*3 Ibid 25th December.
information. Petitions embodying their demands were sent to Parliam ent
and the Queen.*'*' Three weeks later D israeli unsuccessfully  proposed a
revision of the Poor Laws to m itigate agricultural d istress . Drummond
spoke in the debate, arguing that F ree Trade had deprived the labourers
of employment. When corn prices were high, he contended, m ore labour
2was employed on the land, than when prices were low. *
At about this time the "National A ssociation for the Protection of Capital
and Industry throughout the British Em pire, " began issu ing "Tracts on
Protection" from which the Standard carried extracts. The paper a lso
argued that the case for the abolition of the Malt Tax was irrefutable with
3
the introduction of Free Trade. * The Gazette on the other hand, remained
hostile to the Protectionist cause:
"While the rest of us are enjoying the abundance 
engendered by unrestricted com m erce, there is one 
class clamouring to go back to the old state of things, 
and pulling their utmost against progress, the 
P rotectionists are seeking to force back the index 
on the dial plate of c iv ilisa tion . "*4
When a Protectionist gathering at Guildford in early April resolved to
petition the Queen again for an immediate dissolution of Parliam ent,
5
the Gazette poured scorn on the a d d ress .* On a m ore positive note,
the paper gave prominence to an article  by a Sussex farm er, J. V illiers
Shelley of M aresfield, showing how it was possible for a two hundred acre
farm to yield a greater return on capital in 1850 than twelve to fourteen
6years previously .*
The Gazette had always maintained that instead of chasing "the phantom of 
a fixed duty," the Protectionists should campaign for a "more equitable and 
economical system  of taxation. "*■ The 1850’ Budget brought concessions  
for the agricultural in terest, with considerable reductions in the stamp duty 
on land transactions. Government loans for drainage and so il im provem ent 
schem es were also made available. The injection of capital "cannot fail 
ultim ately to be a great boon to both landlord and tenant" commented the
*1 Standard 2nd February 1850.
*2 Ibid 23rd February. -
*3 Ibid 16th March.
*4 Gazette 1st January.
*5 Ibid 2nd April.
*6 Ibid 16th April.
*7 Ibid 26th February.
at £ l f  m illions;"was devoted to relieving the burden borne by agriculture.
The Gazette hoped that the Budget would represent "the first step towards 
freeing the land and its products from the fangs of taxation. "**
Towards the end of the year another event occurred to distract the
Conservative - Country Party, when the Pope decided to establish  a
regular diocesan hierarchy in England. Woodward considers that the plan
was not unreasonable in itse lf . But the announcement of the change was
made in aggressive term s, implying that Englishmen were to return to
2the Catholic Church. * Even the establishm ent of diplomatic links with 
Rome two years earlier , had offended the prejudices of many T ories. The 
Standard carried a se r ie s  of le tters from a "Protestant Sentinel" of 
Guildford objecting to this connection. In January 1848 the w riter pointed 
out that on ascending the throne, Queen Victoria had had to declare she 
believed the Roman Catholic Church to be "Superstitious and idolatrous. "
To em phasise his point, the Borough’s MPs were sent a copy of an
article originally dedicated to the Queen, called "The Laws of the Papacy, set
up by the Romish Bishops in 1832, to subvert the authority of their lawful
I ,  3sovereign. * Subsequent correspondence followed a sim ilar  theme of
"no com prom ise or peace with Rome" until the Papacy had renounced
its principles of "usurpation". The Diplomatic Relations with Rome B ill,
was denounced as "promoting the advance of popery, " a view in which the
Standard concurred.* In the sam e way, the Guildford "Protestant Sentinel"
regarded the Papal Bull of 1850 as another move to undermine the faith
5
and religious and civ il lib erties of P rotestants.*  At Guildford the Pope
was burnt in effigy on 5th November and a requisition was signed by eighty
townspeople demanding a m eeting to object to the Pope's actions. The
Standard sympathised with their feelings of outrage. "Toleration, Equality,
Ascendancy, Persecution - these are the phases of Rome" the paper declared.
6"Let us take care that we let her go no further".* The Gazette, however,
took a different line.
"We confess we are not of that number who look on the 
recent arrogant assumption of the Pope with any alarm , "
*1 Ibid 19th March.
*2 Woodward op cit. pp 502-3.
*3 Standard 2 9th January.
*4 Ibid 18th March.
*5 Ibid 2nd November 1850.
*6 Ibid 16th November.
said the journal, "The advance has been made too openly 
to threaten danger. ”*1
The Gazette further argued that the Pope had been encouraged in his
action by the adoption of "ornamental and Catholic worship” by certain
elem ents within the Anglican Church. These elem ents, the paper claim ed,
constituted the real danger to the Established Church. In fact even real
benefits were discerned for the Church.
"The conduct of the Pope will serve to unite into one 
compact and powerful phalanx all who own allegiance to 
the Protestant fa ith ,” the journal suggested. *2
The Guildford protest meeting took place on 23rd November. Joseph
Hockley described the Papal Bull as "insulting to the Queen, the government
and the people of this country” but hoped "toleration towards C atholics”
3
would continue.* A resolution was passed
"that the m eeting regards with the greatest indignation 
the recent acts of the Pope of Rome, by which he has 
arrogated to h im self the power of appointing Bishops 
of his faith and apportioning them territoria l 
juris dication within this kingdom, acts which are 
in violation of the prerogative of the crown, hostile  
to the civ il and religious lib erties of the subject and 
the tranquility and good government of the Em pire. ”
An address was sent to the Queen, beseeching her
"to sanction no intercourse whatever with the Papal 
government, but to cause such steps to be taken in this 
m atter as may vindicate the prerogative of the Crown, 
as may preserve to us the integrity of the Protestant 
religion. ”
Sim ilar motions were passed at a County m eeting the following month.
Other m ore moderate resolutions were also  carried, including one put 
forward by Ross Mangles: . * ■
"That this m eeting desires to record grief and alarm  
with which they have viewed the introduction of late  
years into the serv ices  of the Established Church of 
Romish principles and practices by som e of its 
clergy, by whose unfaithful teaching and practices not 
only has great encouragement been given to 'Papal
*1 Gazette 12th November.
*2 Ibid.
*3 Standard 30th November.
A gression' but the Protestant faith has been more 
endangered, than from any open hostility from  ^
without. "*1
In contrast a letter  from Henry Drummond, was read to the m eeting which 
the Gazette called "a m ass of bitter and gross charges". Drummond 
accused Catholic priests of all sorts of v ices , im m oral doctrines and 
religious untruths. A typical charge was that
"they refuse the rites of religion to all fem ales until 
they have previously submitted to a filthy and obscene 
conversation with an unmarried priest in secret . . . "
In addition Drummond maintained that those British Catholics who did not
reject "the arrogant claim s of this Italian priest" had no right to demand
2equality with Protestants giving their undivided loyalty to the Crown.*
"They who have submitted to becom e the slaves of p r iests , " he said, "have 
no right to claim  the priv ileges of freem en. "
Lord John R ussell went along with public prejudices by introducing a Bill
prohibiting the assumption of ecc lesia stica l titles already taken by the
3Church of England clergy. * The Standard thought the Bill
"wholly inefficient . . .  to m eet the aggression made 
upon the rights of our gracious sovereign and the 
realm by the Pope. "*4
People were exhorted "to pour in petitions" so that the B ill might be modified.
The Gazette on the other hand, was m ore concerned about the length of tim e
spent debating the measure:
"The best part of the session  has been lo st in leg isla ting  
upon a m atter  in which legislation  can accom plish but 
very doubtful good, but may nevertheless effect a wide 
extent of m ischief . "*5
Particularly as "many MPs were so le ly  concerned with disparaging the
6tenets of Catholicism  and vilifying its follow ers, "* the months devoted to 
the Act only served to foster those anti-Catholic feelings which were to play 
an important part in the 1852 E lections.
The Standard carried on with its own campaign in favour of m ore concessions
*1 Gazette 24th Decem ber.
*2 Standard 21st December.
*3 Woodward op cit p . 503.
*4 Standard 29th March 1851
*5 Gazette 8th July.
*6 Ibid 2 5th March.
could not enable the English farm er to compete on an equal basis with
foreign cultivators, under his current burden of t a x e s . T h e  following
week the journal contended that everyone, tradesm en included, was paying
a high lev e l of income tax which could easily  be reduced by the introduction
2of a levy  on foreign wheat.* A month la ter  Stanley enunciated a sim ilar  
line as Conservative policy: that the im position of a moderate duty upon 
the importation of foreign corn would raise a considerable revenue, without 
m aterially increasing the existing price of produce to.the consum er. The 
Standard declared:
"To modify, then, the system  of free imports - not to 
reverse it by the imposition of high duties - is  the 
object at which we aim . "*3
The Protectionists received a fillip in April, when Jam es W. F reshfield , 
President of the West Surrey Agricultural A ssociation, standing as a 
P rotection ist candidate at the Boston bye-election , beat his Liberal 
opponent by 368 votes to 251. The Standard did not doubt the significance  
of the resu lt.
"We have no hesitation in designating Mr. F reshfield 's  
return for Boston as the greatest electioneering triumph 
which this country has w itnessed since the re-union  
of the Conservative Party under the leadership of Lord 
Stanley . . . IT IS THE DEATH-KNELL OF THE FREE 
IMPORT SYSTEM" proclaim ed the paper. *4
The G azette, however , denied that the result was a reflection of the .
country's feelings as a whole, arguing that the Protectionists had sim ply
exploited the low corn prices in Lincolnshire which had resulted from the
bad crop of the previous year.
The controversy continued through the rest of 1851. The Standard high-
f .[
lighted .the anomaly of taxing shoes, boots, silk and the lik e, not only as 
sources of revenue, but a lso  to protect certain sectors of industry against 
foreign competition, when corn was allowed to be im ported free:-
"'Tax Corn, Sir'. ' Yes, why not as well as coffee, sugar  
and tobacco, and for the selfsam e reason, to ra ise  a 
revenue for the maintainance of the State. "*5
*1 Standard 25th January.
*2 Standard 8th February.
*3 Ibid 8th March.
*4 Ibid 26th April.
*5 Standard 7th June.
In October the paper was naturally full of praise for a speech by D israeli
at Slough, demanding "simple justice" for agriculture, with a slogan of
"Equal Taxation and Free Cultivation. "*  ^ The Gazette, however, felt that
farm ers had tended to look unwisely to Acts of Parliam ent for ensuring
agricultural prosp erity , rather than to their own efforts through scientific  
2farm er.*  The journal elaborated on this theme in Novem ber:-
"We have never encouraged the delusion that a substitute 
for the repeal of the corn laws is  to be found in the 
decreased cost in any one department of agriculture, 
or in any one great decrease of taxation or expenditure; 
on the contrary we have always held that the fall in the 
price of agricultural produce must be counter balanced 
by a general diminution in the expense of the various 
p rocesses which go to form the aggregate cost of production, 
bringing about a proportionate adjustment between that cost 
and the value of the produce. "*3
The Gazette also  foresaw favourable resu lts for the farm er emanating from «.
the Great Exhibition. Increased prosperity for the country was predicted,
in which the cultivator would share, whilst other benefits were anticipated from
4the stimulation given to- machinery and its adaptation for farm u se .*  This
latter prediction, at least, showed signs of being fulfilled when Ross Mangles
arranged for a demonstration at Guildford of an A m erican reaping m achine.
which had been displayed at the Exhibition. * The following year, R oss's
brother, Charles Edward Mangles of Poyle Farm , Farnham, wrote to
the Gazette demonstrating how, even with the cost of the machine included,
6£60 a year could be saved through the use of steam -pow er for threshing.*
As for the Exhibition itse lf , the Surrey newspapers gave it no coverage.
The Gazette called it "the eighth wonder of the world" but provided no
■ 7 ■ ■ ■ ■ ' *further deta ils.*  The Standard acknowledged the show's huge su ccess  in
London, though denied its relevance for the agricultural community.
Yet in a place like Guildford, there was more interest in the Exhibition, 
than either paper im plied. At the beginning of June over six  hundred people 
from the town went to v isit the show on two special excursion tra in s. A
*1 Ibid 18th October.
*2 Gazette 7th July.
*3 Ibid 1.1th November.
*4 Ibid 14th January. .
*5 Ibid 19th August.
*6 Ibid 27th April 1852.
*7 Ibid 6th May 1851.
charge of only 2 / -  (lOp) a head was made for the trip (half of the normal
rate), with a Mr. Massingham of the British Shoe Company at Guildford,
hiring one of the trains h im self, for the benefit of his em ployees. *  ^ The
evident su ccess of such outings seem  to have stim ulated further excursions
to London from Guildford. Even in October, the Gazette spoke, of recent
Monday trips to the capital with som e "monster trains" carrying eight
2hundred people on them .* Thus the Exhibition seem s to have underlined
the town's new accessib ility  to the m etropolis. A second line of rails
3
between Guildford and Waterloo had been opened in August 1847,* whilst 
the completion of the Guildford junction two years later, had linked the
4
town to the capital by a second route. * During 1850, the Standard had 
reported the rapid development of the area near the railway station, with 
building also to the north at Stoke F ields, and to the East by the London 
and Epsom roads where "fine residences" were being erected .*
On the national political scene, Palm erston was d ism issed  from the 
Foreign Office at the end of 1851, after disagreem ents over the "Don 
Pacifico" ca se , K ossuth's v isit to London and Louis Napoleon's "coup d' 
etat". Then in early Fe bruary 1852, R ussell proposed an extension of the 
franchise to a generally indifferent Parliam ent and Public. The-Standard 
objected to the B ill's  "clap-trap franchise" with its  £5 qualification in the 
boroughs and £20 one in the counties. The ballot was also  denounced as
threatening to inaugurate "a purely democratic regim e, totally irreconcilab le
6with our monarchical and aristocratic, institutions. "* Even the Gazette
was not satisfied , regretting that no provision had been made to enfranchise
those individuals whose education and intelligence were above average, but
7
who did not qualify for the vote through property ownership.*
Of far greater public concern at this tim e was the supposed threat of 
invasion from France. The Standard felt it its  duty to arouse the country 
from its apathy over the potential danger from France. The paper stressed  
that the French m ilitary wanted revenge for Waterloo and T rafalgar, a policy
*1 Gazette 10th June.
*2 Ibid 7th October.
*3 Ibid 24th August 1847.
*4 Standard 20th October 1849.
*5 Ibid 30 November 1850.
*6 Standard 14th February.
*7 Gazette 17th February.
over which Louis Napoleon h im self had no control. *'*'■ The Gazette,
how ever, tried to reassure its readers about France's intentions and in
2
any case  considered England's defences to be adequate. * In a sarcastic  
comment on the panic, the Gazette said,
nA new light appears to have burst upon Englishmen.
They have all of a sudden discovered that the best mode 
of defending this country against foreign invasion is  by 
the w hole-sale establishm ent of volunteer rifle clubs.
Everyone who can hit a barn door at one hundred yards 
distance . . .  is  in c lo se  confab (sic) with his gun-maker. "*3
To allay public fears R ussell proposed a reorganisation of the local m ilitia .
Palm erston, however, stood out for a national system . In a Commons
division, R ussell was defeated by eleven votes and resigned at the end
of February. A minority Tory administration came to power "with a
cabinet of novices, "* only three individuals having held office before.
The Gazette was le s s  kind in its description:-
"There was never a m ore m otley crew than that which 
has been selected  by the Earl of Derby to form a new 
government. "*5
Another editorial looked forward to a general, election in the near future,
so that the question of whether to re-enact the corn laws again or not,
6could be settled .*  Derby was called on to state that there could never  
be any "artificial barrier" reim posed between"the people of England and the 
free importation of their food. "
"So long as the farm ers are lured on by the delusive 
hope of Protection, " asserted  the paper, "undue 
taxation and burdensome restrictions will be their  
lot. "*7
The Standard, on the other hand, had already sensed before R u ssell's  
fall ■
"a settled determination among the Protectionists of 
all c la sse s  . . . to act heartily together in order to 
insure the triumph of this great principle. "*8
With Lord Derby as PM the journal hoped for such a victory, thinly disguising
its  partisanship with a shroud of patriotism :-
*1 Standard 17th January.
*2 Gazette 27th January.
*3 Ibid 3rd February.
*4 Haldvy op cit Vol 4 p. 325.
*5 Gazette 2nd March.
*6 Gazette 16th March. 4;'*"
*7 Gazette 17th February.
*8 Standard 31st January.
Kingdom-be for the people of our nation. Let every­
thing British receive its just encouragement. "*1
'These expectations, however, were not fulfilled Lord Derby postponed
any decision on Protection until after an election .*  The Standard fe ll
back on the argument that the Tory administration was still the farm ers’
best choice, because if Lord Derby cannot benefit their circum stances,
the Radicals will not. "*
Protection having been at least tem porarily shelved, the Gazette had no 
doubts as to which issu e  the Conservatives would be stressin g  at the 
general election anticipated in the sum m er.
"if an opinion is  to be formed by the 'line' recently  
taken by the Tory organs, metropolitan and p rov in cia l," 
said the paper, "the cry for the next election is to be 
the anti-Catholic story over again: Maynooth being the 
great 'cheval d eb a ta ille1. It was to have been protestantism  
and protection, but the country party , after a ll their  
denunciations of free trade . . . apppear at la st to have 
awakened to the conviction that Protection must be 
thrown overboard. Consequently they have nothing 
left to fall back upon, but the pld cry o f'N o  P opery'. "*4
An editorial on a sim ilar theme also appeared the following week, to
em phasise how Derby has "cruelly demolished one of the two banners which
• 5the Country Party has prepared to upraise at the coming election. "*
Another issu e  waiting to be resolved was that of the m ilitia  , which Derby
proposed to organise on a national basis, with conscription if  n ecessary .
The m easure provoked a protest m eeting at Guildford. Joseph Hockley, a
Liberal attorney, objected to conscription as despotic, and to the
discrim ination between rich and poor which followed, with wealthy
individuals able to pay for a substitute. He a lso  depicted m ilitary
establishm ents as "schools of vice" where "intemperance, licen tiou sn ess,
6
profanity and infidelity" were rampant. * The Gazette opposed the B ill too,
arguing that if England needed its defences strengthening then m ore full-
tim e sold iers should be trained., and the armed forces be re-equipped as 
7necessary . * Though the m inistry gained the Commons' assent to the 
m easure, the Tory's Parliam entary position remained weak right
up to the dissolution of Parliam ent in July.
*1 Standard 6th March. *5 Ibid 6th April.
*2 Hal^vy op cit p. 325 *6 Gazette 20th April.
*3’ Standard 15th May. *7 Ibid 27th April.
❖4 Gazette 30th March.
g) The 1852 Guildford Constituency Contest
Ross M angles, seeking re-e lection , was the first candidate for Guildford 
to issu e  an address, in which he re-affirm ed his belief in free trade. On 
this topic the m ost "paramount importance at this juncture" he said:
"I long thought the principles of free trade were sound 
in theory, and experience has now satisfied  me that 
their practical operation has tended m ost m aterially to 
the prosperity and happiness of the country, and 
especially  to the industrious c la s se s . On their account 
and for the general good, I will resolutely oppose any - 
the sm allest - step backward. The real, and by far 
the m ost important issu e  which the country w ill have 
to try at the ensuing Election, is  that between free  
trade and protection - open or covert. "
The T ories, he contended, wanted to bring back protection, increasing
the cost of ordinary foodstuffs, in order.to create a surplus so that
taxation on property could be decreased. Mangles also felt it n ecessary  to
say a few words about Maynooth. Whilst underlining his "determination to
resist all aggression upon our national rights by the Pope" he undertook to
support the setting up of a Commons Committee of Enquiry into the
College. On subsequent information, Mangles would endeavour
"to arrive at a righteous conclusion as to the line of 
conduct which it behoves the Protestant people of 
England to pursue in dealing with that institution."*!.
Arthur Edward Onslow of Woodbridge House (just to the north of the Borough,)
was induced by a requisition from various electors to come forward as the
2second Liberal candidate.* He expressed h im self in favour of the Ballot, 
an extension of the suffrage and as "resolutely opposed" to any m easure to
im pose a duty on foreign corn as well as to "every grant" for Maynooth
3C ollege.* But at a m eeting on 13th April, Onslow dropped out of the
4contest.*  No reasons were given for this sudden decision, though the 
Standard reported that he had "deeply offended" his active supporters by his
5
action, coming after a canvass of som e two days.* Presum ably Onslow 
had not m et with as a favourable response as he had anticipated.
*1 A ddress, 27th'March G3339, GM.
*2 Arthur was the youngest son of Thomas Cranley, Guildford's MP from  
1807-1818.
*3 Address dated 19th April CPL. ~
*4 Standard 17th April.
*5 Standard 1st May.
Finally a second and m ore radical L iberal representative was found in 
the person of Jam es B ell, described by Peake as "a well known West End 
London Chemist" and mem ber of the "Society of Friends".*^ The 
Standard was quick to point out that his brother Jacob Bell had recently
2obtained notoriety in connection with the disfranchisem ent of St. A lbans.*
In his address Bell expressed his support for "the str ictest economy" in 
financial affairs and for any reduction in the expenditure on the armed 
forces , especially  as he considered large standing arm ies endangered 
rather than helped to preserve world p ea ce . Sim ilarly he undertook to 
oppose the enrollment of the M ilitia. As for the electoral system , he regarded 
it as im perfect in many resp ects.
"The intelligent portions of the community are not 
fairly represented in the House of Commons, nor is  
the lim ited number now in p ossession  of the franchise 
able to exercise  its right without being subject to the 
influence of corruption on the one hand and intimidation 
on the other. - I am therefore in favour of an extension  
of the suffrage and vote by ballot, " he concluded.
More important Bell made clear his opposition "to all State Endowments
of any Church or Sect whatever. " But he did qualify this statem ent in regard
to the Maynooth Grant. Until "some substantial reform" was carried  out in
Ireland, he said, it would be neither "just nor prudent" to withdrawn state
aid from the C ollege. He em phasised, however, that financial support should
be regarded as only tem porary. On com m ercial m atters, he felt that
"the principle of free trade having been virtually adopted •
by the present m inistry, protection may be considered to 
be set at rest for ever. - Should any attempt, however,
be made to renew the struggle, or to reverse  the policy
which the experience of five years has shown to be 
com pletely su ccessfu l, I should give it my m ost strenuous 
opposition. "*3
At a campaign m eeting Bell h im self likened the abolition of the Corn Laws
and the advent of free trade to the progress made by the change from the
*1 Peake's Diaries Bk.E p. 403 GL.
*2 Though Jacob Bell won the 1850 St. Albans bye-election , the bribery  
which had been prevalent since the tim e of the Reform A ct, was so  
blatent that, after investigation, the Borough was disfranchised in 
1852, (Dod op cit p. 270).
*3 B ell's (1st A d dress, dated 6th May, from Devonshire P lace , 
M arylebone.) G.M. -
coach to the railways - both m easures involved som e hardship for certain  
sections of the population but nobody would advocate seriou sly  now going 
back on either advance. On the M ilitia , he stressed  that, the cost of 
£15 m illions for the country's defence was quite enough , without ordinary 
working-men being required to do the task as w ell.*^ \ .
As for the C onservatives, Henry Currie had quickly announced his intention
to seek re-election , in March. He supported, as at the 1847 contest,
"the principle of free trade carried  out fairly among all c la sses" . Though
he resented the spiritual attacks of the Church of Rome on England, Currie
felt legislation  was not the best way of countering the threat. A dignified
resolution by Parliam ent to uphold the Protestant religion, along with an
increased zeal amongst the clergy plus sound religious education, was for
2him a preferable approach to the problem .* As in 1847, Thomas Lyon 
Thurlow, who Peake described as "a Country Gentleman of the old fashioned  
school, " came forward to contest the Borough. * Significantly, he 
no longer supported a protective duty on foreign wheat.
"As regards free trade, " he said, "I am of the opinion 
that it w ill be better to seek re lie f to the landed 
in terest by a fair and just revision of those burdens 
which at present p ress unduly on the agriculturalist 
than by any Act of Legislature to enhance the price of 
c o r n ."
On other issu es  Thurlow pronounced h im self "strongly in favour of religious 
liberty" but "while advocating for all the full and free use of their . 
religion" he prom ised to "strenuously oppose all inroads of the Papal See, 
and every Grant to the Endowment of Maynooth. " His address concluded:
"With reference to Parliam entary Reform, entertaining 
the opinion that the present Law is  far from being perfect, ,
I shall carefully consider any good and well matured 
proposition that may be brought forward for that purpose, 
with a view to the permanent and satisfactory settlem ent 
of this question. "*4
To place an arbitrary lim it like this on Reform, was not to the liking of the
Gazette , whilst the paper was not im pressed either, with Thurlow's change -
of heart on the Free Trade issu e .
*1 Gazette 18th May.
*2 Currie's first address dated 26.th March, G3337 .
*3 Peake op cit p. 403.
*4 Thurlow's 1st Address 31st March. Gazette 6th April.
Initially the journal had regarded the Tory's emphasis on Maynooth, as
opposed to Protection, as sim ply an electioneering m anoevre.
"There is  always som e 'cry' or other at an election  
which candidates are too ready to adopt with a view  
to avert the attention of the electors from the real 
points at issu e ,"  the Gazette had declared. "'Maynooth' 
is  to be the 'cry' this year. Till the bread question 
be set at rest, once and for ever, let the universal test  
of a candidate be - 'Swear him on the big loaf' . "*1
Thurlow's clear statement against any return to a protective duty on corn,
however, provided an indication that the abolition of the Corn Laws was
becoming m ore widely accepted as final by Tory country-gentlem en.
Subsequently therefore the Gazette for the first tim e began to speak of
the Derby adm inistration's abandonment of Protection as an accom plished
fact. Attacking the apparent inconsistency of the Country Party, the paper
commented how "up to the moment of Earl Derby's accession  to office,
free trade was declared to be ruinous to the country in general and to
agriculture in particular. "* The Tories were also accused of blatant
opportunism - the cry of cheap bread being the only means of them retaining
power. But the journal concluded, tenant farm ers should not trust Lord
Derby. Having abandoned protection when returned to office, the government
would also  give up "the other flim sy substitutes which they pretendto
offer by way of compensation. "*
As canvassing proceeded in Guildford the Gazette contended that the prospect  
of conscription under the M ilitia Act, as well as "the Lash" (flogging being
4a part of the M ilitia system ) was helping the Liberal campaign in the town.*
A hand-out to the "E lectors of Great Britain" concerning "the Amount of 
Armed F orces in the United Kingdom and the Colonies in 1835 and 1852, "* 
showed that despite a state of peace, the taxpayers were supporting 126,635  
more men in the forces now than seventeen years previously. Alm ost 
half this increase involved individuals stationed at home. In this situation, 
argued the tract, taxes could not be reduced. M oreover the country would 
soon be left with no guarantee against the establistm ent of a m ilitary
*1 Gazette 30th March.
*2 Ibid 13th April.
*3 Ibid.
*4 Gazette 18th May.
*5 Hand-bill printed in London G6034 GM.*1*-
despotism , especia lly  as more than half of the House of Commons were  
either officers in the Army , Navy or Militia., "or the near and intimate 
connections of such". The signatures of Joseph Hume and Richard Cobden 
vouched for the accuracy of the figures quoted.
At a m eeting for B ell, various D issenters expressed their support for the 
Maynooth grant. John Cooke, the chairman of B ell's election com m ittee, 
argued that the Protestant clergy in Ireland had taken forty tim es m ore 
money than the Catholics since 1845, yet of those paying tith es , seven  
eights were Catholics. To take away the sm all amount already given 
the Catholics would be both dangerous and unjust he felt. Backing him up 
was George White, who argued that the Church of Ireland was "rotten to 
the core,
The Standard took a surprisingly moderate stance on the question of the
sem inary, suggesting a pause to prevent the whole problem being dealt with
overhastily. The paper thought that to  demand a pledge from a candidate
to vote against any grant to the College was "inexpedient and unadyisable". *
Only five months earlier  the journal had been demanding the final abolition
of the Grant .and had coined "a victorious cry" for the new year:-
"Englishm en, Protect the Protestant Religion, the Rights 
of British Industry, and the Stability of the Throne." The 
Papacy being "the Parent of Absolutism " only the 
maintenance of the Protestant character of England 
could guarantee respect for individual rights, the 
Standard had asserted . *3
If the local p ress was thus not continuing with its  m ilitant anti-Catholic
propaganda at election tim e, others were filling the gap. An address from
the Protestant A ssociation to the electors of the United Kingdom, printing
in London, was circulated in Guildford, denouncing the Queen's m in isters
"who have inflicted one heavy blow after another upon the Protestant Religion  
, , 4of the country. * Protestants of all denominations were called upOn to
*1 Gazette 25th May.
*2 Standard 15th May.
'*3 Standard 2Oth December 1851.
*4 Address G3464 GM.
forget their minor differences, and unite
"to defend and strengthen the foundations of our 
Christian Constitution Upon the House of Commons 
now to be elected, mainly depends, under God, the 
issu e  of that great question, whether Britain shall 
continue to be Protestant or not . . .  The Protestant 
Faith is  the Polar Star of England: Let Protestant 
principles become the m ain-spring'of-the approaching 
Election. "
A hand-b.ill in favour of Bell contained a sim ilar quotation from som e other 
tract (See F ig. 14 ). A second poster, addressed "to the Independent
E lectors of Guildford from a Liberal Elector" cautioned: -
"Be careful not to be led astray on the party cry of 
Maynooth, where in a population of seven m illions 
of inhabitants, six  m illions of whom are Catholics, 
they advocate to deprive them of a sm all sum granted 
to educate their p r iests , at the sam e tim e, the 
Protestant Church of that Country exacts from them 
at the point of Bayonet, about £600,000, in the 
shape of Tithes only."*!
Justifications like this for the Maynooth Grant, in term s of state support
for other churches, was the first rationale in defence of the endowment
that had been^forward during a Guildford election Campaign. Voluntarist
ideas against all State endowment of religion may have played a part. As
Bell h im self commented, he would a lso  have to support the withdrawal of
2money from Protestant churches. *
Bight from the beginning, B ell's campaign em phasised that his candidature.
allowed Guildford L iberals to decide whether they would "continue the
'One and one' system " or whether they would exert them selves ".to return
two MPs of known Liberal and progressive princip les. "* Every general
advertisem ent for Bell mentioned how "the Liberal voice of Guildford" was
being nullified in Parliam ent because of the way the Borough a lso  returned a
4Tory representative.*  Sim ilarly B ell's  post-canvass address stressed  
that the electors had the opportunity of returning MPs whose princip les  
would either support or neutralise each other . Presum ably this strategy was 
directed against Henry Currie, the liberal Conservative who had topped the 
poll in 1847. But on Nomination Day at the beginning of July, the la tter  
m ysteriously resigned from the contest. No reasons were reported for
*1 P oster  G3319 GM. -
*2 Meeting reported in Gazette 2 5th May.
*3 Advert for B ell, quoting from the Surrey Gazette of May 11th.
G3341 GM.
FIG. 14 1852 PRO-LIBERAL GUILDFORD ELECTION POSTER
EXTRACTS FROM A TRACT,
ENTITLED, THE
MMMOOTHam i.
« Ought the PROTESTANTS of threat 
XSritian to he compelled to pay for the sup­
port o f PO PE B x hy grants o f money out 
of the public fund ?
M To this question tens of thousands of voices will answer emphatically 
—‘No I. the Maynooth Grant is on outrage upon our consciences—a curse 
to Ireland,—agd fljryHiintn npftfl y^miah-orrogniinK and ambition; and 
" #Wl'givei Parliament no rest until the act of 1845 is repealed, and the 
grant altogether abolished,”
But “ if the Episcopalian in England, and the Presbyterian in Scotland, 
has Ms Church supported by the State, in the name of fair-play, how can 
he deny to the Papist in Ireland the same priveledge l They believe their 
systems to be true, and his false. He is of just the contrary opinion, and 
Parliament, which equally represents, and is, in fact, composed of all 
three, has no right to take upon itself to decide between them.
“ Protestant JDissenters ! these are truths which you ought not to 
suppress even to co-operate with fellow Protestants against Rome. W hile 
remembering tha| you are Protestants as well as Dissenters, forget not 
that you are Dissenters as well as Protestants.
/“  Resolve to make no speech, to vote for no resolution, and to sign no 
petition which does not give distinct utterance to your gloriou^-prineiples, 
as opponents of all State-maintenance of religion, and you will thus help 
to purify Protestantism, while you repel Popery, and to obtain freedom 
for Churchmen, while you consolidate your own.”
Brother E lectors! be consistent and Vote 
for BELL, who is fully prepared to do 
justice to all sects and parties.
AN ELECTOR.
PRINTED B Y  JOHN KINO, STATIONER, $c., H IGH STREET, GUILDFORD.
his retirem ent. The Gazette remarked, that with Mangles election not
• , A 1 
in doubt, the fight was now between Bell and Thurlow.*
The Liberal strategy in Guildford had always involved an attack on the
change of heart over Protection by the Tories in general and by Thurlow
in particular. One advertisem ent for Bell warned: -
"it is  extrem ely necessary  that the E lectors should be 
cautioned against the T ories, who by professing liberal 
principles and free trade, are endeavouring by a ' 
system  of treachery, to entrap them into prom ises; 
but their sincerity may be judged by glancing at the 
principles of their chief supporters, for although these  
Tories are  so apparently accommodating in their 
advocacy, they w ill, if returned to Parliam ent, a ss is t  
the present DESIGNING GOVERNMENT to cramp the 
onward progress of REFORM, and, they are only waiting 
the opportunity to gain strength enough to re-im pose  
Protective Duties and artificially  increase the price  
of food. "*2
A squib entitled "Beware " took as its  theme the deception of e lectors by
the Tory candidate, on not only the issu e  of free trade but a lso  on the
- 3
questions of the Ballot, the Suffrage, and Corruption.* V erses one and
three, for instance, ran:-
"I know a Tory fair to see
Take Care'. Take Care1.
He can both fa lse  and friendly be 
Beware'. Beware'.
Trust him not, he's fooling thee.
H e'll say that he is  for free trade,
Take Care'. Take Care'.
Plain questions he w ill sure evade,
Beware! Beware'.
Trust him not, he's fooling thee.
A satire on Thurlow's canvass - "The Candidate on his Canvass: A 
Dialogue between Mr. Affable Low and an Elector" - insinuated that
Thurlow was sim ply adopting any policy at all that he thought would further
. .  .4his c a u se .*
"The candidate" for example, said , "I find the people of
this town are dead against the dear loaf - so I'm against
*1 Gazette 6th July.
*2 P oster  dated 15th May op cit.
*3 A nti-Tory Squib G 3481 GM.
*4 P oster  G3482 GM.
it too. The people should be represented so  
I ' l l  represent th em .11
The "Elector" concluded:
"I don't like counterfeits. None of your muffled peals 
for m e. I like the BELL..that sounds clearly  and 
distinctly. WE KNOW WE CAN DEPEND ON HIM".
Finally Thurlow was a lso  attacked on account of the large pensions and
state sa laries received by his father. One broadsheet l is ts  in detail all
this incom e, amounting to £11,272/16 /0^  (£11,272.80).*^
The Liberal campaign for Bell and Mangles finished with a p oster  containing 
a long extract from the Tim es of 29th June, stressin g  the past allegiance of 
Lord Derby's government to Protection.
"The one principle on which the m inistry was chosen, 
which they embody, which they advocate, and of which 
the are the liv e lie st  and m ost earnest living repr esent­
atives, is  the enormous, faith that the many are made 
for the few, the consum er for the producer, the nation 
for the c la s s , and the poor for the rich. It is  very  
necessary  for the electors of the United Kingdom to  
bear in mind that, whatever may now be said, it was 
on Protection, and Protection alone, that the Derby 
cabinet was built . . . It behoves the friends of free trade 
therefore to be careful in choosing m em bers friendly, 
not m erely to the letter, but to the spirit of free
trade, - not m erely to unfettered im ports, but to the 
wide and comprehensive principles of the absolute 
equality of all c la sse s  in m atters of finance."
Guildford electors were called on by the advertisement:
"to be consistent and vote for the two men who will give 
the protection of the Ballot, and an extension of the 
Suffrage; you may then not only KEEP your PRESENT 
PRIVILEGES (which are menaced by the party now in 
power) but also obtain a RETRENCHMENT of the 
NATIONAL EXPENDITURE and a consequent REDUCTION 
of TAXATION. Vote then for BELL and your tried  
representative MANGLES,, and do not send to 
Parliam ent either avowed or concealed Derbyites'."*2
At the nominations on 4th July, Currie took the m eeting "very much by 
surprise", when, having justified his past record in Parliam ent, he
3
abruptly announced his retirem ent from the contest.*  All the candidates
*1 G3322 GM.
*2 P oster  G6032 GM.
*3 Gazette 6th July.
spoke in favour of free trade. Thurlow prom ised to support every
m easure that would extend this principle. The contest three days later
went off quietly, despite the excitem ent surrounding the c losen ess of the
result.*^ Though M angles, as anticipated, easily  topped the poll with
370 votes the fate of the second seat was resolved by a m ere seven votes,
Bell beating Thurlow 251-244. Peake recalls the outcome as being "a
surprise to everyone . . . Two Liberals were actually returned to Parliam ent
, ,  2by the Tory town of Guildford'.'. *
No doubt, as the Standard claim ed, Currie's unforeseen retirem ent cost
3the Conservatives a se a t.*  The paper attributed Thurlow's defeat to 
Conservative voters being content to place plumpers for M angles. .
Although the latter only received eighteen single votes, in such a c lose  
contest, the failure to use a second vote was obviously important. Yet the 
main cause of Thurlow's defeat was the number of Tory electors who voted  
for the'L iberals. Out of 141 Tories who had supported both Thurlow and 
Currie in 1847, 9% switched their votes to the two L iberals. The evidence 
of the 1852 Municipal election attests to Thurlow's relative unpopularity 
amongst his own party's e lectors. Although 89% of those who cast a ll their  
four votes for the Conservative candidates at this contest, did plump for 
Thurlow at the Parliam entary election, 8% voted for both L iberals, while 
3% plumped for one of the L iberals as w ell. (Comparative sta tistics for
90 Liberal electors at the Municipal contest, show that 96% rem ained with
the party at the General Election with 2% splitting their vote and a m ere  
2% plumping for the Conservatives). M oreover the Standard commented  
on another feature of the poll which underlined Thurlow's w eakness. The 
journal contended that there were "more than enough" C onservatives amongst 
the unpolled electors for the Tories to have won. Apparently 52 electors  
remained unpolled, including 11 Conservatives and 18 individuals who w ere  
absent or of unknown p o lit ic s . A further 10 voters were in government 
serv ice , whilst 13 others had died since the poll books were drawn up.*
*1 Ibid 13th July.
*2 Peake op cit Book E pp 403-4.
*3 Standard 17th July.
*4 Ibid,
Evidently the L iberals.concerted attack on Thurlow's vo lte-face over 
the issu e  of free trade was of greater consequence than the la tter 's hard-line  
over the Maynooth Grant. Or possibly something of a reaction  was taking^- 
place amongst the electorate to the rabid anti-Catholicism  of the extrem ists. 
The Standard for example perhaps even reflected such a change of opinion , 
by considerably moderating the tone of its anti-Maynooth cr itic ism s during 
1852. Certainly during the campaign, apologists for Catholic endowment 
seem  to have offered more frequent and more convincing rationales in 
defence of the Grant than previously.
As in the past, the professional c la sse s  were the group m ost strongly 
in favour of the C onservatives. But beneath them in the occupation 
hierarchy, the town's businessm en,exhibited a dichotomy in their voting 
pattern. For the first tim e, the reta ilers and petty entrepreneurs did not 
vote in a sim ilar  manner to each other. P reviously both groups had 
tended to support the Whig and Liberal candidates. Now, however, while 
the reta ilers continued with their pro-L iberal vote, the petty entreprenuers 
swung behind the T ories. Such a change had been foreshadowed in 1847, 
when the latter group had split equally between the parties. Yet why the 
decisive shift should have taken place in 1852, is  not clear.
More than a dozen MPs were later unseated as a result of p etition s. *^
The Standard considered the 1852 contests to have been no m ore corrupt
2than previous ones but that vigilance was greater.*  Thurlow, defeated
by only seven votes, presented a petition alleging that Guildford's MPs
were guilty of bribery and treating and that if  the poll was scrutin ised  , he
would be shown to have a m ajority of votes over B ell. At the hearing, of
the petition in early March, Thurlow's counsel pointed out that the two
allegations made were separate issu es . At the end of the enquiry into the
first charge, it was suggested, the incumbent MPs would acknowledge that
their position was untenable and resign, thereby saving the heavy expense 
3of scrutiny.*  Mangles and Bell were alleged to have stood on a joint 
in terest, with their so licitor  agents - Edward Vincent and George White 
respectively  - acting in concert. One source of corruption was said  to have 
been the distribution of colour tickets to voters who had nom inally been
*1 Gazette 8th March 1853.
.*2 Standard 12th March. «*—■ ~
*3 Ohronicle 5th March.
L a m e  v u u n g  k  o u u i a i  u a a s  m  i o d z  ^ j r e r c e n t a g e s ;
Occupational Class 
Thurlow Mangles Bell
Class 1 
Gentlemen
,28 44 28
High P rogressions -  ■ - -
Capitals & the Rich - -
Class 2
All P rofessions
38 40 22
Sub P rofessions -  :-
Moderately Wealthy - , -
Class 3 29 40 31
R etailers (25 41 34)
Petty Entreprenuers (33 39 28)
Class 4
Craftsmen
C lerical
27 44 2 9
C lass 5 31 42 27
Labour
it ,i
Social C lass 
Thurlow Mangles Bell
34
29
32
26
31
38
42
28
42 29
39 29
44 30
27
employed as flag-m en or colour-m en. In point of fact it was claim ed, such 
electors had not performed any serv ice , the whole exercise  being a m ere  
cloak to put 1 0 /-  (50p) or more into the individual’s pocket. Other electors  
were supposed to have voted "on the distinct promise" of employment on 
the London and North-W estern Railway, of which Mangles was a D irector. 
"Any employment w ill amount to bribery" Thurlow's counsel said , "if 
the Committee is  satisfied  that the employment was stipulated for as the 
price of a vote". In an attempt to substantiate these charges, individual 
cases were referred to. Tom R ivers, a saw yer, who voted L iberal, asked  
B ell's agent for a job. When George White discovered that R ivers' father 
and brother would vote for Bell as w ell, they were paid 5 /-  (25p) and 
1 0 /- (50p) as flag-bearers, and Rivers h im self was made the verbal offer of 
a job. Other instances cited included the ca ses of Walter Brett and Henry 
Swan who both intended to vote for Thurlow. However, when the sons of the 
two men were given jobs on the North W estern Railway, they changed their  
votes to Mangles and B ell. The L iberals' expenditure on drink was a lso  
said to have been "lavish". But finally Thurlow was unable to prove his 
allegations when the comm ittee ruled on the subject of consecutive evidence,
stipulating that one person only as briber had to be named in each case,
and that subsequently no question could be put involving the name of anyone
e lse . In the face of this "arbitrary decision" as the Standard called it,
Thurlow proposed to drop the petition, with each party paying their own
costs.*^  M angles’ counsel agreed, emphasising that his clients
2expenses at the election were only £260 in any ca se .*  The Committee, 
however, decided that "the allegations of bribery and treating connected  
with the petition were made without any reasonable ground and are frivolous 
and vexatious, " and consequently ordered Thurlow to pay the L iberals 
costs. The Gazette thought the Committee could have come to no other 
conclusion. "From the first to the la st it was apparent to every one who 
w itnessed the enquiry that the petitioners had no case " asserted  the paper.*  
Thus evidently by contemporary standards, any corruption at the 1852 
Guildford contest remained within acceptable bounds. It was not warranted 
a petition. No doubt the chief factor leading Thurlow to challenge the 
validity of the election, was the c losen ess of the result. j
Standard 12th March.
*2 Chronicle 7th March.
*3 Gazette 8th March.
h) The West Surrey Election of 1852
For the West Surrey Division, Colonel Challoner of Portnall Park, Chertsey, 
was proposed as Liberal candidate at a m eeting in Guildford.*^
"As a landowner and practical farm er, " his address said ,
"my in terests and feelings are identified with those of 
the Agricultural body . . . but I must emphatically declare  
m yself an uncompromising adherent to that enlarged and 
liberal com m ercial policy which has so m aterially added 
to the comforts of the People, and which I am convinced , 
will in the end, promote the real in terests of the 
A griculturists, as w ell as the general prosperity  of 
the Em pire. "
Challoner also expressed his belief in national education, the extension of 
the franchise, the progressive improvement of the country's institutions,
2and, h im self, a m ember of the Church of England, in religious toleration .*
A letter  in the Gazette called Challoner "a very judicious choice11, in view  
of the watchful eye he had kept over County expenditure as a Surrey 
m agistrate, and of his support for free trade as a practical agricu lturists. 
Challoner's role as a leading mem ber of the Royal Agricultural Society
in promoting advances and the general welfare of farming was praised
. ‘ ^ 3  -  '■too. *
Both the division's Conservative representatives stood for re-e lection  .
W illiam J. Evelyn was uncharitably described in the Gazette as sim ply a
youthful landowner who in 1849 "seem s to have p o ssessed  only one . >
,, 4qualification - an ability to pay an unfathomable election b ill. * He 
him self prom ised to support Lord Derby's government, "in any well considered  
m easures for the relief of the Agricultural Interest,"  and expressed  his 
determination "to uphold the Protestant Princip les of this Country against 
all the A ggressions of the Court of Rome."*
Pam phlets, printed in Guildford, addressed to the "Protestant E lectors of
Great B r ita in ," sought to exploit anti-Papal feelings for the benefit of the 
6T o ries .*  The tract em phasised that since MPs are the representatives of the
*1 Gazette 25th May.
*2 Challoner’s first address 29th May G332.8 GM.
*3 Gazette 1st June.
*4 Ibid, R. A. C. Austen in a letter  to Henry Drummond, said  the election
had cost Evelyn "upwards of £8,000". (Letter dated 14th May 1852)
*5. Evelyn's 1st Address 31st May G3430 GM.
*6 Tract G3468 GM.
voters , any elector supporting a candidate who in any way sanctions grants 
of money that furthers "Popery" was thereby promoting: -
"1. The suppression of the Bible
2. The suppression of the P ress
3. The suppression of Liberty of Conscience
4. The immolation of fem ales in Convents."
Furtherm ore, the w riter suggested electors would also  be doing all
that they could to establish ten principles, which included, for example,
"The duty of putting Protestants to death 
. . . That the Pope holds the position of God on earth.
. . .  That all are eternally damned who do not belong to 
the Roman Church.
That the Pope can absolve from their allegiance the 
subjects of all earthly sovereigns. "
P o lic ies like these, concluded the tract, would be sanctioned by any 
elector voting for an MP who was not determined to oppose the Maynooth 
Grant.
Henry Drummond in his first address, took a sim ilarly  uncom promising • 
line: -
"The Popish p r iests  have put forth a proclamation calling  
upon the E lectors to reject all MPs who resisted  the recent 
aggression of the Pope'upon the prerogative of the Crown.
They have announced that 'a crusade against England has 
begun:' that they have resolved 'to break in p ieces the 
chains under which in the name of liberty , Protestantism  
crushes our souls: that 'toleration is  contrary to the *
Catholic Religion' . . . and they 'owe their first allegiance' 
to a foreign despot: this I hold to be treason against the 
Queen of Great Britain. All freedom , whether Civil or 
Religious, is  incompatible with such pretensions. The 
Title of the House of Brunswick to the throne; every  
institution in the country; the domestic policy of each 
fam ily, can be secured only by putting down these arrogant 
cla im s. We must not be cajoled by a mock supplication for 
religious Liberty, fa lsely  put on by men who declare toleration - 
to be a sin . This is  not a question of mutual forebearance • 
between Christian se c ts , but it is  a death-struggle between 
priestly  domination and human liberty. "*1
The Gazette expressed  surprise that Drummond should have joined in the 
crusade against "Popery", in view of his own unorthodox beliefs as an 
Irvingite. "One does not expect tirade against 'm um m eries' or 
'superstitions'" the paper remarked; "when hicr-own view s on relig ious m atters
*1 Address, dated 31st May G3327 GM.
are not of the m ost eccentric character M (sic ). The journal had no doubts
as to the true significance of the election:
"However, partisans m ay seek to confound and m ystify the 
m atter, the real issu e  between Colonel Challoner,
Mr. Drummond and Mr. Evelyn has no relation to
religious points . . . F ree trade is  the issu e the whole
issu e  and nothing but the issu e . "*1
In fact Drummond clearly  acknowledged that the Corn Laws could never 
be re-introduced.
"The suddenness with which the Corn Laws were repealed, " 
he stated, "produced the ruin of many farm ers and d istress  
to m ost landlords: but since the labouring c la sse s  are 
never so well off as at present, no m inister dare attempt 
to reim pose a Bread Tax. We had a right, however, to 
expect that the principle of freedom from restraint which 
demanded the opening of the ports for corn, should likew ise  
be applied to artic les of domestic produce; that the beverage  
of the People should be as free from Taxation as their Bread; 
and that since the price of wheat is  diminished, the burdens 
upon Malt should be also diminished. The prom ises held 
out on this hand have not been fulfilled . . . and all attempts 
to procure some compensation to the F arm er, have been 
fru itless, "*2
A m eeting in Guildford at the beginning of June of the West Surrey Protectionisl 
Society was an occasion for m ore electioneering. Like Drummond,
Charles Barclay as Chairman conceded that "any restoration of the Corn 
Laws is  quite im possib le."* Evelyn admitted that the experiment in 
free trade "has resulted favourable". The Gazette^somewhat exultantly 
declared,
"The Tories having had all their principles cut from  
under their feet . first by facts, and next by the adm ission  
of their own leaders , have no longer any point to aim  
at, nor com pass to steer  by. "*4
Yet suspicion remained about the government's intentions in regard to
protection. John E llis , of Artington Farm near Guildford, suggested that
farm ers were deluding them selves if they thought that Lord Derby's m inistry
would carry, out free trade. He called for plumpers to cast for Challoner,
"the real friend of the farm er. "* The Standard commented on E llis ' le tter ,
*1 Gazette 13th July.
*2 Drummond's 1st Address op cit.
*3 Gazette 8th June.
*4 .Ibid. -
*5 Letter to Gazette 6th July.
denying that the Conservatives had prom ised they would restore  
protection. The paper reserved  its position, however, by adding that 
"the restoration of protection depended on the voice of the country. "
Lord Derby's administration, it was suggested, would try and compensate 
farm ers for the lo ss  of protection. Although high farming - involving 
those with capital - had benefitted from free trade, the journal argued that 
tenant farm ers had not shared in this prosperity. *'*' The Chronicle believed  
that the Whigs as well as the Conservatives recognised the need to lighten 
the burden of taxation on the farm er,
"The best plan for the electors of Surrey, " it was suggested,
"will be to pledge both sides to vote for a Committee on 
agricultural taxation . . . We ask those who cherish a hope 
of Protection to look at the addresses of the several 
candidates in Surrey, and to say which prom ises any 
return to a duty on corn? It is .c le a r  that those who 
have a Protectionist vote to give have no Protectionist 
Member to receive it with hope of its producing fruit.
There is  very little  difference between the addresses of 
the County candidates for Surrey . . .  "
Though the Chronicle believed that "clearly m inisters have abandoned
Protection altogether",, the following week the paper remarked:
"We look in vain for the word Protection in the addresses  
and speeches of Derby candidates . . .  In place of 
Protection we have Protestantism  for a cry. It is  a 
good one for election purposes, and we would have all 
men in England to stand on Protestant principles . . .
We believe Protestantism  is  as sa fe  in Lord R u ssell's  .
hands as in those of the Earl of Derby. "*2
As at the Guildford contest, the question of the Militia was another minor 
issu e  in West Surrey. A broadsheet printed in Chertsey warned that "a 
warlike spirit" pervaded the House of Commons. Quoting again the number 
of MPs connected with the armed forces , voters were "earnestly adjured" 
as "a solem n religious duty" to support only'candidates who had voted or 
who would vote against the M ilitia B ill and who would support "International 
Treaties of Arbitration" as substitutes for war. The "Peace Movement" was 
also active in Guildford itse lf  during the election period, albeit in a 
basically  non-political role. The mayor and 159 of its inhabitants signed  
an international address of friendship to the citizens of Grenoble,
*1 Standard 10th July.
*2 Chronicle 61h July.
"to cultivate between the two great countries of France  
and England those feelings of international friendship 
and goodwill which will render it im possible that our 
beloved lands should ever again look upon each other 
as riva ls, except in the glorious and honourable race 
of progess and civilisation . "*1
At a Guildford campaign m eeting, Challoner, a Colonel of the M ilitia,
said that the government had "thoroughly botched" the M ilitia B ill which
2he described as a "great annoyance and inefficient m easure" .* He also
told the audience that "a good extension" of the franchise would obviate
the n ecessity  for the ballot. Drummond expressed much the sam e sentim ents
at a sim ilar  gathering in favour of the Tories:
"Every man Who contributes by paying rates or by personal 
serv ice  has a right to vote," he observed. *3
He also  remarked that the Maynooth Grant was "a trumpery thing" which
drew a protest from a Mr.Mouat, the local Secretary of the Protestant
A ssociation, "at the light manner" with which the question had been dealt.
Evelyn, who had previously stated categorically  his opposition both to the
Grant as well as to an extension of the franchise, now slightly modified his
position by stating that he would support the withdrawal of the Grant "if
an enquiry shows that it is  being abused". . Yet significantly he added that
he would approach the whole question, "with the feeling that I represent a
, ,  4
protestant constituency .* The Gazette mocked Charles B arclay's confident
assertion  that the Tories were unanimous in regarding Drummond "as sound
a Conservative as ever" by pointing to the latter's declaration in 1847 that
Toryism was "as dead as a door-nail". In fact said the paper, Drummond
5
did not represent the old Toryism with which Barclay was a ssocia ted .*
This thought had already occurred to various die-hard Conservatives who had
written to Drummond at the beginning of June to satisfy  them selves of his
position. William Holme Sumner had made it quite plain that he was only
prepared to give his support and assistance to th e  representative "who w ill
support Lord Derby and his m inisters and vote against the Maynooth Grant". *^  
. . 7A sim ilar, m ore form al le t t e r , which had Sumner and Lee Steere* as its
*1 Gazette 3rd August .
*2 Ibid 15th June.
*3 Ibid 8th June
*4 Ibid
*5 Gazette 15th June.
*6 Undated letter  (Drummond's letters) - C /l/S U  8 PRO.
*7 Steere was to become West Surrey's MP in 1870.
leading signatories was sent to Drummond via Mark Sm allpiece, a 
Guildford so lic itor . It read:-
"We are constrained to fear that your political feelings  
are not in accordance with those of the Conservative 
party . . . and that we have strong reasom to believe  
that an understanding exists by which you anticipate 
the support of Colonel Challoners' friends. "*1
In a draft for his reply, Drummond wrote: "I flatly deny in the m ost
unqualified term s that I have changed one iota of the opinions I held at
the la st election, " and asserted  that he had not entered any "understanding
whatever, either directly or indirectly with anybody". Drummond also
undertook to vote for all Lord Derby's m easures "unless something very
violent occurrs."* Despite such reassurances, Drummond's own
correspondence reveals that h is fellow Tories had cause for concern.
In mid-M ay, Drummond received various replies to what had evidently
been canvasses for support. The Whig Lord Cavendish, for instance,
wrote:
"Your votes and speeches in the House of Commons I have 
no reason to find fault with, and therefore have no desire  
to see  you unseated for the County . ... I should prefer  
you to any but a very good Whig. "*3
There was even a letter  from Colonel Challoner.himself: -
"Upon so many questions of real importance to the w ell­
being of our native land your view s and mine are so  
much in accordance that I may say I shall be sorry if  
anything should disturb your seat."
But because both the constituency's MPs were T ories, Challoner concluded:
"I must re serve to m yself full liberty of acting in anyway I may think proper
in the event of a contest. "*
A month before polling day, Robert A. C. Austen of Chilworth, wrote to 
Drummond after a canvass in Guildford, assuring him that he had "the 
good w ishes of a very large section of the Liberal party" and expressing  
the hope that he would "maintain his independence" throughout the approaching 
contest. Austen a lso  spoke of the Protectionist party trying in vain to 
find another candidate. Finally Austen, who, from the tone of his le tter  
may have been acting as an. agent on Drummond's b ehalf, said he "much
*1 L etter dated 1st June 1852 C /1/SU9 PRO.
*2 Ibid. - 
*3 Letter dated 19th May.
*4 Letter dated 17th May.
regrexiea me prom ise made on tne 5th that you would give Evelyn all
the support in your power1’ since the L iberals viewed this as a coalition
and might depart from their original intentions of support for Drummond.
Certainly the Gazette was surprised at the ’’extraordinary coalition” which
was form ed between the Conservative candidates, apparently at Barclay's 
2prom pting.* One Guildford elector had no doubts that Drummond, as the
stronger personality and the m ore p rogressive in outlook of the tw o, had
’.’lost respect” through entering into the alliance with E velyn .*1 The Gazette
thought the coalition ” only a m atter of pecuniary arrangem ent” since ’’there
■ ’ M  4is nothingin common between the two M Ps. * The w riters of squibs w ere
not slow to exploit the situation either. One entitled ’’L ittle B illy 's Lament;
or Mine and Mother's F ea rs” was particularly aimed at Evelyn. . V erses two
to four ran: -
”l and my Mother are afraid 
And so are all my friends 
That Challoner will sure get in 
And frustrate all our ends;
This made us send for Barclay, dear,
And Charley straightway cam e,
To cheer our drooping sp irits up,
But 'twas in Drummond's name.
He said we had no tim e to lo se  
But form a coalition'
Or we should very soon be thrashed 
By free trade opposition;
For Challoner is very firm  
And all his friends are true -
They want to do the nation good, *
But we to serve the few.
We do not care about the folks 
So we can get their votes 
W e'll turn our view s when'er we like  
And so we will our coats;
W e'll grind the poor man into dust 
And blot out every right - » ■'
We hold the m iddle-class and poor 
Ought for the rich to fight. ”*5
In contrast to this image of narrow se lf-in terest on the part of the T ories, 
the L iberals were depicted as being generous, honest and consistent, in
*1 Letter dated 18th June.
*2 Gazette 15th June.
*3 Letter to the Gazette 29th June
*4 Gazette 6th July.
*5 A squib G3334 GM.
IF  PHO-J-IBI'IRA) /  WEST STIRRKr ELECTION POSTER
: ' :r\  - ■
W®§t S u r re y  JE I« II© iv ’ .
Tuesday and W ednesday, Ju ly  20th and 21st,.
A  New Song.
Come all ye  loyal Surrey Men determined to be free,
And vote for Col. Challoner, the friend o f  lib erty ;
Repose in him your confidence,jpnd you w ill find him true,
And spurn the bribes w ith angry scorn, the Tories offer you.
H uzza, H uzza, H uzza, ? ’
W e’ll cheer him three times three,
And vote for Col. Challoner 
; T he friend o f  liberty. I
W hen England’s ship Of freedom was sinking in the sea,
The Reformers stood-in her. defence and gained her lib e r ty ; 
Corruption both in Church and State, of every shade and form, 
They are determin’d to root out by the progress o f  reform.
H uzza, Huzza, Huzza, &c.
W hat have the tories done for you, I ask Electors then,
T hey’ve tri’d to take away your rights, as free born E nglishm en; 
T h ey’d put a collar round our necks, these fortune seeking knaves, 
But they shall know, for we will show, that Britons wont be slaves.
Huzza, ITuzza, Huzza, &c.
Then spurn the foes o f  freedom, Electors staunch and true, 
Although their hands are full o f bribes, they are no friends to you, 
T he Corn Lav/s they’d again put on, the Ballot they’d withhold, 
Be firm and true, ye Surrey men, nor sell yourselves for gold .
Huzza, Huzza, Huzza, &c.
The women now have rais’d a cry, that they must be w ell fed,
So you must g ive a plumper, for (he biggest loaf o f bread ;
They say their blessed husbands shall not be brib’d with riches, 
So you see the darling creatures intend to wear the breeches!
Huzza, Huzza, H uzza, &c.
So to conclude my ditty, now pray listen to a friend—
D o showr the great Protectionists, Free Trade you w ill defend ; 
And spurn a bribe from any man, nor show yourselves afraid, 
For all you want is Labour, and for it to be paid.
H uzza, H uzza, Hazza, &c.
■_ Come forward then in unity, ye brave Electors all,
F ree Trade must be your watch word, the Tories’ cry must fall, 
Be early at the P o ll, brave boys, and let it there be seen,
That you all plum p’d for Challoner— God bless our noble Queen.
Huzza, Huzza, Huzza, &c.
®(// t o  B E  R E P R O D U C E D
( L  W I T H O U T  P E R M I S S I O N
a squib entitled "The Men of True Blue11. * Another composition, called  
"Challoner for Ever'. I, " projected the latter as "the friend of liberty"  
compared with the unscrupulous C onservatives. (See F ig. 15).
The contest itse lf was a vigorous affair. The Tim es reported that 3, 000 
gathered at the hustings in Guildford, and the overwhelming m ajority  
of the West Surrey electorate cast their votes on the first day .
"The bands continued to perambulate up and down, and 
the thirst of the flagbearers and m usicians seem ed  
insatiable, " reported the T im es. "The m usic and the 
processions add so much to the humours and interest 
of a contested election that most people would be sorry  
to see  them dispensed with, yet they sw ell the cost 
to the candidates so considerably, and so frequently 
provoke hostile encounter s in the stree ts , that it is  
doubtful whether their use in West Surrey w ill survive  
the present election. "-*2
In fact all bands and flags were withdrawn by an agreem ent between the
candidates from both Farnham and Godalming after disturbances during
the first day’s voting. The Liberals c la im ed  that "a hired mob" composed
of "roughs from Guildford" armed with bludgeons deliberately started the
3
trouble at the two places where Challoner was doing w e ll.*  Riders
dressed in jockey’s gear, in the colours of the rival parties, brought news
4
of the election's progress at other centres to Guildford.* Out of 3,897
registered  e lectors, 3, 032 voted, more than at any previous W est Surrey
contest. The result confirmed the Conservatives hold on the division.
Evelyn topped the poll with 1,646 v o tes , c losely  followed by Drummond
with 1 ,610 , Challoner trailing a relatively poor third with 1, 385 votes.
An "extraordinary cavalcade" over one m ile long brought the victorious
5Conservative candidates into Guildford.*
The Standard was understandably jubilant at the outcome of the contest, 
recalling how the Whigs had always held one seat in West Surrey since  
1818.
"By a sort of mutual forebearanee on both sid es, or 
tacit agreem ent, Mr. Denison was returned to Parliam ent,
*1 Squib G3335 GM.
*2 The Tim es 22nd July.
*3 Ibid.
*4 Gazette 20th July.
*5 Times 24th July.
tim e after tim e, for nearly twenty years, no effort 
being.directed against his seat by the C onservatives. "
For the first tim e since Reform, two Conservatives were elected together
despite a very hard Liberal campaign which included "m ilitia flogging
caricatures". M oreover the Standard considered Challoner to have been
a strong candidate - a practical farm er, aristocratic yet radical and rich
enough to cope with the expenses of electioneering. **
Before polling took p lace, the Gazette had stated:
"The issu e  to be tried is  sim ply whether the com m ercial 
policy of the la st seven years is to be carried forward 
to its legitim ate conclusion, or whether a m inistry is  to be 
confirmed in power, whose principles and prepossessions  
are diam etrically opposed to that policy and who came into 
office expressly  for the purpose of reversing it"*2
Whilst this was true up to a poin t , in reality the ground on which the
contest was to be fought had been significantly shifted by the Conservative
candidates’ m ore or le s s  explicit acceptance of free trade. Though the
treatment of agriculture was probably the m ost important single issu e
at the West Surrey E lection, it was no longer a question of Protection
versus F ree Trade. Having conceded there could be no return to the
Corn Laws, the two Tories put them selves in the strong position of supporting
free trade; albeit reluctantly, whilst at the sam e tim e being in favour of
m easures to compensate the farm er. This moderate line seem s to have
been crucial to their triumph. The Gazette complained that the Derbyites
had won in West Surrey by "throwing overboard every principle which had
held them together as a party." Farm ers who still cherished the belief
that Protection would be restored, it was argued, went to the polls and
voted for Evelyn and Drummond as "protectionists in d isguise" .* True
or not, the two men stood to capture the agricultural vote whatever the case .
Converted free-traders or secret protectionists, either way the Conservatives
seem ed to offer the farm ers the better deal. Challoner indeed, took
comfort after the contest in the fact that two Tories were being returned
to Parliam ent who favoured free trade. E velyn / acknowledged that left
to h im self, he would im pose a duty on foreign corn, but would not pursue
4such a m easure in deference to the feelings of the people.* This
*1 Standard 31st July.
*2 Gazette 13th July.
*3 Gazette 27th July. ■
*4 Ibid. P ost-e lection  a d d resses .
policy, coupled with an anti-Catholic stance on the question of the 
Maynooth G rant, served him w ell. On the other hand, Challoner's 
Whole hearted support for com m ercial freedom and religious toleration, 
along; with his opposition to the M ilitia B ill did not in the circum stances 
have as wide an appeal.
Challoner did not receive the same solid  support from Liberal electors  
as did the Conservative candidates .from their supporters. At the Guildford 
Borough contest 33 e lectors, who were also  enfranchised for the County, 
voted for the two L iberals. Yet only 70% of them voted for their party 
in West Surrey. (Eleven plumped for Challoner, tw elve supported him  
and Drummond, two plumped for Drummond, one voted'for both Tories 
while seven abstained). In contrast, out of 29 sim ilar Conservative electors  
93% voted for the two Tories in West Surrey. (There was just one 
abstention and one plumper for Challoner among them ). The strength 
of Drummond's cross-party  appeal was apparent from the number of 
Liberals who used their second vote in his favour.
In his interpretation of the General E lection, Halevy lays greater s tr e ss  
on religion than com m ercial p o lic ies. "Religious differences played an 
important part in the campaign", he rem arks, being involved in the issu e  
of "Papal Aggression" and the endowment of Maynoothi*^ But in the 
Guildford constituency, the Catholic question was le s s  important in 1852 
than at the previous contest, whilst agricultural policy narrowly remained  
the chief pre-occupation of the West Surrey struggle. The elections in 
the two constituencies form an interesting contrast, the Tories' victory  
in the County division being matched by the Liberals' triumph in the 
Borough. W hereas in Guildford, Thurlow's changed opinion over free  
trade was su ccessfu lly  attacked as m ere electioneering by the L iberals, 
in the County, Evelyn and Drummond were re-e lected , having admitted 
there could be no return to the Corn Laws. The attitudes of the three  
Conservative candidates followed the sam e line as D israeli's . Before the 
General Election the latter made it clear that the government had no
intention of going back on the decision of 1846, but had hopes of providing
. 2 
compensation for farm ers and landlords.*
*1 Halevy op cit p. 327.
*2 Ibid.
The 1852 contests felt Halevy
"should have been fought on the issu e  of free trade. But 
many government candidates, convinced that the question 
had been definitely settled against them , refrained from  
placing protection on their electoral programm e. "*1
Yet the Election did sound the final death-knell to any lingering hopes of
a resurrection of the Corn Laws. As the Annual R egister commented - no
decisive m ajority was gained in favour of the restoration of protection as
would justify the government, even in Lord Derby's view , in attempting
2to reverse the policy of free trade. *
*1 Ibid.
*2 Annual R egister 1852 p. 124.
CHAPTER NINE
Reform at Home and Events Abroad 1853-1868
a) The 1857 Guildford and West Surrey E lections.
b) The Guildford Bye Election of 1858.
c) The 1859 General E lection.
d) The 1865 Guildford Election.
e) The 1866 Guildford Election.
f) The 1867 Reform Act and 1868 E lections
P reface
Local discussion of the Reform issu e  went on interm ittently throughout the 
period 1853-68. M atters of foreign policy however stole the headlines in 
the loca l p ress m ore consistently than previously. The Crimean War, 
which led  to the abandonment of R u ssell's  proposals for Reform in 1854, 
was reported in detail. The 1857 General Election also centred on foreign  
policy, when Palm erstone turned controversy over the bombardment of 
Canton to his own political advantage. In West Surrey and to a le s s e r  extent 
in Guildford, the Parliam entary division over the incident was of crucial 
importance to the course of the two contests. At a Guildford bye-election  
fifteen months la ter , the main issu e  was that of Reform, while the Tory 
government's defeat over proposals for electoral change led  to a General 
Election in 1859. But the public was again pre-occupied with foreign affa irs, 
and in Guildford there was little  interest in the Election, coming as it did 
within eight months of the constituency's previous contest. Sim ilarly six  
years la ter , nationally as well as loca lly , the General E lection was exceptional 
for its total lack of important is su e s . Following P alm erston's death, however, 
the question of Reform quickly came to the fore and formed the leading issu e  
at a Guildford bye-election  in December 1866 . As the 1867 Reform B ill 
em erged, loca l liberal indignation at D israeli's alleged lack of political 
m orality, supports Maurice Cowling's view that D israeli's policy was one 
of consistent opportunism. The Act was the result of im provisation. Hanham 
suggests that in the sm aller  provincial cen tres, the Act enfranchised mainly  
sk illed  tradesm en and poorer shopkeepers. Yet in Guildford at le a s t , it was 
the sem i- and unskilled workers who were the chief beneficiaries of the 
extension of the franchise. From this local example, it is  apparent that 
the conferring of the vote on substantial numbers of the labouring c la sse s  
was not restricted  to the industrial towns.
a) The 1857 Guildford and West Surrey Elections
Though the Conservatives, increased their strength at the 1852 General
Election, the government was still left without a m ajority. In the new
House of Commons, only som e fifty diehard P rotectionists rem ained.
D israeli accepted the result of the Election as the definitive condemnation
of protection and his budget provided compensation for the three great
in terests affected by free trade. For the benefit of agriculture, the
duties on malt and hops were to be reduced by half; the shipowners
were to be relieved  of various duties; whilst the sugar in terest was to
, 2be allowed to refine in bond.* The proposals were greeted by the Standard
enthusiastically:
'‘Never sin ce the days of William P itt, has a m ore lucid  
and com prehensive statement been laid  before Parliament',1 
the paper declared .*3
The Gazette on the other hand, found the budget a "hasty, crude and
ill-digested" p iece of legislation  and argued that the Malt Tax should have
been abolished altogether. Like Gladstone, the paper also objected to the
way in which the sm all incom e-tax payer and householder was to pay
for this programme of compensation through increased taxation. When
the Commons rejected the budget, the Standard demanded of the free r
traders:- !
"Let taxation be fairly adjusted. As you have com pelled - 
the farm er to se ll his produce at foreign p r ices , let 
the farm ers produce by untaxed, that he may fairly m eet 
the principle of unrestricted competition. If you are not 
prepared to do th is, give us once m ore protection. "*4
H ow ever,. w orse was to follow from the Tory Standard-s point of view
when the P ee lites  agreed to serve in a coalition m inistry under Lord
Aberdeen. R ussell was Foreign Secretary, Gladstone Chancellor of
the Exchequer and Palm erston Home Secretary. "We can only regard
the Aberdeen cabinet as an insult - the Gladstone and R ussell union as
a conspiracy", said the Standard. "With Mr. D israeli’s budget vanishes
5
every hope of the agricultural interest" . * Naturally, the Gazette 
disagreed:
*1 Halevy op cit p. 328.
*2 Woodword op cit p. 159.
*3 Standard 11th December 1852.
*4 Gazette 7th and 14th Decem ber.
*5 Standard 18th December.
"For the first tim e for a long ser ie s  of years we 
shall have 'strong' government - government with 
ability and experience to conceive a statesm anlike  
and comprehensive policy, and with power to carry  
it out".*1
Yet in reality , the Coalition leaders found it very difficult to agree on
m atters of policy. D israeli in his budget speech had already remarked
that "England does not love coalitions" - a famous phrase which the Standard
made full use of, it its  attacks on the Aberdeen adm inistration. "The
M inistry is composed of all the m ediocrities from the days of the reform
bill" said the paper, and saw no hope of a "fair deal" for farm ers under
2the new "Ministry of All Talents".*
Woodward considers that "Gladstone's budgets formed the main dom estic
interest in the coalition government. Public opinion in 1853 wanted to get
„ 3
rid of income tax. * As far as the Surrey p ress was concerned, the
topics of religion and reform  were of greater concern than the budgets,
whilst the Standard at lea st , "altogether demurred" at the proposal of
4abandon income tax by instalm ents.*  The paper argued that the tax should 
be retained, though on a m ore equitable b asis , and that the Malt and Hop 
duties should be abolished instead. The Gazette disagreed, speaking of 
the "justice and fairness" of the 1853 budget, and especia lly  praised  "the
5
tendency to reduce the taxation of this country to a system ".* However,
the prospects for phasing out of income tax vanished with the outbreak of
the Crimean War. During 1854 incom e tax was doubled while duties on
sugar, whisky and m alt, were all increased. The Gazette felt people were
particularly taken aback by the increase on m a lt , and reiterated the reasons
for abolishing the duty:
"With free trade in corn we cannot reconcile the fact of 
a heavy im post on home grown grain. The tax must 
lim it consumption, and, by lessen ing  demand, tend 
to low er p r ic e s . "*6
The attitude of the Standard to the unexpected May budget was altogether
m ore hostile.
*1 Gazette 28th Decem ber.
*2 Standard 1st and 22nd January 1853.
*3 Woodward op cit p. 160.
*4 Standard 23rd April.
*5 Gazette 26th April.
*6 Ibid 16th May 1854.
two thirds is  to be paid by the country, 
generally, the land included, and one third by the 
land alone.'" exclaim ed the paper. "If this abomina.ble 
attempt at partial legislation is  su ccessfu l, we may 
regard the tyranny of the towns as an established fact . . .
The real question i s ,  whether the whole of the war 
taxation is  to be im posed as to cripple and restr ict  
the operations of the tenant farm er . "*1
The paper was equally opposed to any proposals for the introduction of
the ballot."Corruption would be wholesale instead of retail" asserted  the 
2Standard .* It was argued that a system  of bribery would be introduced
whereby voters would have their money doubled if one particular candidate
won, and with secret voting there would be no evidence of this corruption.
Any moves to prevent bribery and intimidation received the journal's 
3
b lessin g .*  On the question of enlarging the electorate, the Standard stood
out against any extension of the franchise to £10 occupiers in the counties.
The decisive influence of farm ers at county elections would be ended, said
the journal, and "that great principle of our system  - representation by
class"  would be "all but entirely swept away. "*  ^ Behind this observation
lay the paper's fear that an enlarged electorate would undermine the
privileged position of the landed proprietors and thus-weaken the influence
of the agricultural interest in general. Consequently in February, R u ssell's
Reform Bill came "like a clap of thunder". The Gazette applauded it as
making "a great stride in the way of progress" , and fully approved of the
5
proposed £10 county franchise.* The borough qualification was to b£
lowered to £6 . With British troops in the p rocess of being despatched to
the Crim ea, however, the paper did not think that the public was prepared
for electoral change. Subsequently R u ssell's "magnaminity" in withdrawing
6the B ill earned the journal's p ra ise .*  But R u ssell's display of emotion 
on this occasion when he apparently wept in the Commons, was subsequently 
often cited by the Standard as demonstrating his "weak" character. The 
paper maintained in any case  that "the intelligence and property" of the
u
country were "unanimously opposed to the proposals. Their only value for 
the Standard was that supposedly nobody who claim ed to be a Conservative
*1 Standard 13th May.
*2 Ibid 18th June 1853.
*3 Ibid 5th March and 2nd July.
*4 Ibid 5th November.
*5 Gazette 21st February 1854.
*6 Ibid 18th April.
cou±a support ADeraeen's m inistry any longer ana tnat r'eelites liKe 
Gladstone could never be considered to be Conservatives again.*^
On religious is su e s , the paper continued with its anti-Catholic line on the
renewal of the Maynooth Grant.
"its existence is  so utterly indefensible" contended the 
journal, "that the men who vote in its  favour, can only 
be actuated by a desire to support the Church of Rome. "*2
In the sam e way, the Standard remained opposed to the adm ission of
practising Jews into Parliam ent. The Lords' rejection of the Oaths B ill
met with the paper's approval: "Toleration we demand, but for the work
3
of leg islation , le t us have Christain le g is la to r s . "* Guildford's two 
Liberal representatives voted for the B ill, West Surrey's two Tory M Ps, 
against it. Ultim ately a com prom ise was reached in 1858, which allowed  
each house to determine the form of oath to be taken by its  m em bers.
Of m ore local importance was the em ergence in Guildford of open opposition
to Church R ates. A petition in favour of totally abolishing the levy was
4drawn up in the town, in June 1854.* This marked the first occasion that 
the Guildford p ress had reported the existence of such hostile  feelin gs. 
R esistance to the Rates was such, that a vestry m eeting of St. Mary's 
Parish came out .against the granting of a rate in July. The P arish  Church 
had a balance at this tim e of £17, after a twelve month expenditure of £13.5 . 
A nonconformist so lic itor, George White, pointed out to the m eeting that 
by the 1851 census, only one third of the Parish  were m em bers of the
5
Established Church.* A 7d (3p) rate was proposed, but defeated in the 
face of a counter-motion put forward by two Quakers, E . W. Martin and
*1 Standard 25th February . ?
*2 Ibid 8th July.
*3 Standard 7th May 1853.
*4 Ibid 27th June.
*5 The 1851 Religious Census gave attendances of 387 adults at the
morning serv ice  on 30th March and 566 in the evening at St. M ary's 
Parish  Church. The average attendances were said to be 400 and . 
500 respectively  over the previous twelve months. The population 
of the P arish  in 1851 stood at 1762 individuals.
Tom G ill.*  A poll taken to ascertain the feelings of the P arish  confirmed
the decision that no rate should be made, by 74 votes to 43. Only 108
2of the 900 rate-payers of St. Mary's were polled .* Attempts continued, 
however, to gain approval for a rate. Another Vestry m eeting chaired by 
the Rector The Rev. T. Ludlam, rejected a proposal for a 4d ( l |p )  rate 
by 39 votes to 21. A P oll again confirmed these sentim ents but by the
3
decreased majority of twelve. * Finally, a rate was granted, though in 
controversial circum stances . A third poll was alleged to have rejected a 
rate once m ore, by 88 votes to 87. But on the direction of the Church­
wardens, three extra votes were said to have been added in favour of the
m 
5
4levy, in the name of an unpolled elector .*  The following year, the sam e
relatively low rate of 3d (lp) in the pound was passed  by 69 votes to 58.*
At the sam e tim e, the Holy Trinity P arish  rate, which was apparently never
0
as strongly opposed as in St. Mary's was approved by 45 votes to 25.*
It was no coincidence that at parliamentary elections, the L iberals did 
consistently better in St. Mary's than the other Guildford p arish es. In 18 52, 
for example 52% of the e lectors voted for the two Liberal candidates in 
St. Mary's compared with 44% in Holy T rin ity ,. while in 1866, St. M ary's 
was the only parish to give the Liberals the m ajority of its vote.
From  the latter part of 1853, foreign affairs for once consistently took
precedence over domestic policy in the editorials of the Surrey p r e ss . The
attitudes of the local papers towards the Eastern question reflected  their
party a lleg ian ces. The hawkish Standard castigated Aberdeen as "anti-
British" and as an "im becile dotard" for not following a "rigorous" enough
7
line towards Russia during the months of fru itless negotiation.* The 
declaration of war did not appease the journal. Subsequently its  cr itic ism
Gazette 25th July. In that George White acted for B ell, the Borough's 
Quaker MP, it is  possib le that White belonged to the Society, as well 
underlining the leading part played by the Friends in the opposition 
to Church Rates in Guildford. Their numbers, however, were  
small: the Quaker's two m eetings on 30th March 1851 were attended 
by nine and five individuals.
*2 Gazette 1st August. .
*3 Ibid 15th August.
*4 Ibid 26th September.
*5 Ibid 11th July 1855.
*6 Ibid 4th July.
*7 Standard 28th January, 18th February 1854.
me ^uuuuui ujc campaign was unrelenting; i;ven in July,
the paper was denouncing the lack of m ilitary action and talking of a 
"great c r is is  in the national fortunes."*^ The failure to capture Sebastopol 
imm ediately was attributed to the "utter incapacity cf the Coalition". *
Neither was the government given any credit for what su cc esse s  there 
were:
"The battle of Alma may be regarded as one of the 
turning-points in the world's history . . .  It is  the 
Magna Carta of Europe, " proclaim ed the journal, 
adding - "the British pluck, as usual, found or made 
itse lf  a road to victory, despite all the shortcomings 
of an incapable m inistry ."*3
The Gazette took a m ore moderate approach to the war, at first expressing
general satisfaction with the government's handling of the whole affair.
But by the end of 1854, the paper's editorials were more guarded.
"There can be no question, " commented the journal,
"that when the Government, responding to the pressure  
of public opinion, decided to throw down the battle 
gage to R ussia, neither the people nor the m inistry  
appreciated the full consequences of the step they were 
about to take. "*4
As the campaign progressed , the paper, which had previously condemned 
attacks on the Coalition as "unpatriotic", becam e eloquently silent on that 
score . The Standard even though its  language remained extrem e , began 
to reflect m ore accurately the direction in which Parliam entary and public 
feeling was moving.
"Every moment that the P rem ier and War M inister remain * 
in office, " it asserted  "is an insult to the relatives of our 
butchered troops, and a disgrace to the people of England. "*5
When a motion for an enquiry into the condition of British forces in the
Crimea was carried against the government, Aberdeen resigned. But the
Standard's delight was short-lived  when Palm erston, and not Derby, em erged
6as the new Prim e M inister.* It did not take long for the new administration  
to incur the Standard's displeasure.
"All the monstrous details of neglect and m is ­
management are as luxuriant under the sway of 
Palm erston and Panmure" (appointed to the War 
Office) "as they were under the auspices of Aberdeen
*1 Ibid 22nd July.
*2 Ibid 9th September.
*3 Ibid 14th October.
*4 Gazette 25th November,
*5 Standard 25th November;
*6 Standard 10th February i 855
years must we have a war, carried on without vigour, 
without energy, and, consequently, without su c c e s s , 
before we have a National Party formed, whose aim  
shall be to carry into every department of our 
adm inistration, and especially  its  naval and m ilitary  
branches, the unsparing hand of reform'."*l
These com m ents, though evidently partisan indicate the extent to which the
War had focussed attention on the need for substantial reform s in
government and adm inistration. With the supply serv ices  re-organised  by
August the Gazette was reporting that "So far as m aterial resources are
„  2concerned, the army wants for nothing.* Shortly afterwards Sebastopol 
was finally captured.
"It has been a death-struggle between Russia and the 
a llies  for political superiority,"  said the Standard .
"Had we failed all but absolute sway in Europe would 
have awaited the Czar. "
But the journal continued to denounce "the m ost wretched incapacity" of
the army commanders and described the British troops as "lions led  by 
3
donkeys. "* C riticism s like this prompted Henry Drummond at a Chertsey  
Agricultural Meeting to ask those present to help the army in the Crimea  
by fighting their battle at home against the "scandalous reports" on the 
conduct of the war written by "tenth-rate lawyers" who knew nothing of 
m ilitary tactics.
In Guildford there was a minority of individuals who spoke out against the
War itse lf . Superficially, the town appeared 100% behind the government's
action in committing the country to h ostilitie s. On the annual "Day of
Humiliation", set aside in 1854 and 1855 by Royal proclam ation for prayer,
4all shops were shut and business ceased in Guildford. * Yet pacifist 
sentim ents did ex ist. Joseph Hockley, a so lic itor  and ex-L iberal m em ber of 
the Corporation, objected to the b lessing given to the War, by the Anglican 
Church.
"Of all the deplorable signs of the tim es none are m ore 
to be lamented than the zeal with which so many of the clergy  
have endeavoured to stamp the present war with the Divine 
sanction of the Almighty" he w ro te .*5
*1 Standard 7th April.
*2 Gazette 8th August.
*3 Standard 15th and 22nd September.
*4 Gazette 2nd May 1854; 27th March 1855.
*5 Letter to Gazette 27th June 1854.
Jam es B ell, one of the Borough's M Ps, was in fact a m ember of the "Peace
Society". In March 1855 he chaired a m eeting about the War, at which
he described the Crimean campaign as "a political blunder"., enabling
France to increase her influence in the Black Sea area.*^ R oss Mangles,
on the other hand, described the venture as "a just and righteous war",
begun for the purpose of pushing into the Steppes "those Tartars and
Cossacks who would otherwise trample under foot the lib erties and
„ 2civilisation  of Europe. * This speech, delivered at the annual Guildford
"Cattle, Corn and Root" Show, prompted a reply from "a Guildford
Elector" explaining why "a considerable section of the Friends and
Supporters" of Mangles dissented from his views as to the justice of the
war with R ussia. The writer cast doubt on the efficacy of war as an
instrument of policy and rejected the view that international bloodshed was
lawful, when individual bloodshed was accepted as a great crim e. Some
Christians the correspondent pointed out, believed that a ll war was 
3
unlawful.* Just as Quakers in Guildford were to the fore in the campaign 
against Church R ates, it seem s that they a lso  led  what opposition there  
was in the town to the Crimean War.
Once the Treaty of P aris had ended the War, Palm erston's M inistry was
le s s  secure , as an incident in the Far East was soon to reveal. The
Chinese authorities at Canton boarded the "Arrow" a British reg istered
ship from Hong Kong, claim ing that the crew included a notorious pirate.
The Chinese refused to apologise for violating the British  flag. Sir John
Bowring, governor of Hong Kong, therefore ordered a British squadron to
bombard the forts at Canton. The M inistry at home hastily approveid 
7 . ,4Bowring's action.* The Standard, like many M Ps, was unable to see  the
5point of the h o stilitie s .*  At the beginning of March f Cobden's motion 
condemning the government's attitude towards China was passed  by the
Gazette 13th March 1855.
*2 Ibid 19th December.
*3 . Letter to the Gazette 19th Decem ber.
*4 Woodward op cit p 286.
*5 Standard 7th March 1857.
ACom m ons.* Palm erston decided on an appeal to the country, knowing 
that he could paint a picture of innocent Englishmen and "insolent 
barbaians" to attract support. As the Gazette said:
"There rem ains not the slightest doubt as to what w ill 
be the result of the appeal . . .  From  the indications 
given out in all quarters it is  palpable that Lord 
Palm erston formed a correct estim ate of the animus 
of the people in reference to the factious attempt to 
oust the government upon the purely accidental 
question arising out.of the Chinese affair. Every 
day announces som e fresh demonstration in favour 
of Palm erston and the M inistry and in condemnation 
of the Derbyites and P ee lites . . . "*2
This early prediction proved entirely accurate. The Election, turning
on Palm erston's name, resulted in about 370 MPs being elected to
support him . His victory entailed the alm ost complete annihilation of the
M anchester school (both Bright and Cob den being defeated) and dealt
3a final blow to the P ee lites  who disappeared as an independent fo rce .*
There can be no doubt that the opposition, in joining together to defeat the 
government over the Canton affair, com pletely misjudged the mood of the 
country:
"The country r ise s  with a cry of indignation".wrote 
the Tim es . "It is  scarcely  possib le to find anyone who 
does not in the strongest term s condemn the conduct 
of the coalition. "*4
The paper strongly objected to the way in which the Conservatives and
P eelites projected the British authorities in Hong Kong as "rash schem ing,
troublesom e, inhuman, dishonest, and lying" and the Chinese as "the sim ple,
innocent, gu ile less victim s of a diabolical conspiracy".
*1 In a letter  to Henry Drummond Cobden asserted: "The only way of 
abolishing our present system  of diplomacy and foreign policy  
is  by first abolishing your old friend Lord Palm erston and his 
Lieutenant Clarendon1.' In favour of maintaining "an Honourable 
Peace" Cobden felt there would have to be "repeated doses of 
income tax before John Bull will be reconciled to such a hum-drum  
policy".
(From Midhurst, 1857, Drummond's L etters C /1 /C 03.)
*2 Gazette 11th March.'
*3 Briggs op cit p. 421.
*4 The Tim es 16th March.
"We never rem em ber Englishmen of name and figure 
to come out so exceedingly ill  as several have done in 
Parliam ent in the attempt to blacken Sir John Bowring 
and to whitewash Com m issioner Yeh, "*1 the journal 
concluded.
The Tim es was sure that "even a triple coalition of party chiefs" would
2not gam a m ajority at an election to support their censure on the government.*  
Palm erston was praised as the leader who had "upheld the cause of the 
country" during the Crimean War.
"From the depth of despondency the country rose  to 
the elation of triumph and the pride of conscious 
strength, " said the paper. "If the duty of a M inister  
is  to develop national prosperity at home and support 
national honour abroad, Lord Palm erston mayKcall for 
the approval of his countrymen. "*3 '
The Chronicle took a sim ilar  view .
"The country is  satisfied  with Lord Palm erston and 
condemns those who have brought on the Dissolution.
It takes a useful, substantial, justice - view (sic) of the 
quarrel with C hina," reported the paper.
The opposition "seem  astounded" at what they have done in provoking
an election , continued the Chronicle . For the j ournal, the whole issu e
was one of men, not m easures . The only distinction it saw'between
government and opposition was that though both sides would vote for the
' I  '
sam e m easures, one required Lord Derby as leader, the other Lord
4Palm erston.*  The Tory Standard , however, disagreed. The issu e  of 
whether Derby or Palm erston should be P rim e M inister, it a sserted , 
was of secondary importance to that of the maintainance of "Protestantism
“Let every constituency treat with the greatest .
: scorn the candidate whom they find raising a
’Maynooth c ry ’, not because he is  honestly and 
conscientiously against the grant but because he w ishes  
to turn it into political capital, "*5 warned the 
paper.
In fact, the Grant was no m ore of an issu e  in West Surrey than other 
questions such as Church Rates, all of which were secondary to the 
Canton affair. As the Chronicle emphasised:
*1 Ibid 3rd March.
*2 Ibid 4th March.
*3 Ibid 5th March.
*4 Chronicle 17th March.
*5 Standard 21st March.
"Lord Palm erston has based his appeal to the 
country on the right or wrong of the war with 
China . . . He is  presiding over an election after 
his own heart. He is  in, quietly, without giving 
any p led ges."*1
At Guildford there was no shortage of potential Liberal candidates. Two
2 •personalities with local influence, Guildford Onslow* and Robert Godwin -
Austen of Chilworth Manor, both from eminent fam ilies, stood ready in
case of any vacancy. Onslow while stressin g  his Anglicanism expressed
support for admitting Jews into Parliam ent,but opposed both the Maynooth
Grant and Church R ates. He also  supported the ballot, and an extension of the
suffrage. He was strenuously against a renewal of income tax which he
described as "despotic and unjust" in tim es of P eace. * Austen was content
to state his position on foreign policies alone. He viewed with
"detestation and abhorrence" the bombardment of Canton and alleged
those defending the action were doing so by "concealment, m isrepresentation
n 4and direct falsehood. * The Gazette felt that his work as a m agistrate and
5
consistent Liberal principles would gain him "a large amount of support1.1*
But the two men did not become candidates when it became apparent that 
both Mangles and B ell would be seeking re-election . There does seem  
to have been som e doubt as to whether B ell, who had opposed the Crimean  
War and voted against Palm erston over China/ would in fact stand. M ore­
over Onslow’s candidature was evidently sponsored by M angles. An anti- 
Liberal squib, called  the "Onslow Cant"* did not approve of Mangles' 
attempt to influence the choice of the Borough's second representative:-
"Mangles pleased the Stoke Park louts,
When he canva!ssed for their party 
Loud were then the Onslow shouts,
For their champion new and hearty. *
7
But when Bovill* came with bravery 
To protest against soul play 
Those who cheer'd the Mangles knavery 
Groaned and whined in blank dismay.
*1 Chronicle 24th and 31st March.
*2 A nephew of the Earl of Onslow.
*3 Address dated 9th March, G33G0 GM.
*4 Austen's address dated.feth March.
*5 Gazette 11th March.
*6 Squib G3 4 52 GM. ,
*7 Bovill was the Conservative candidate.
Men of Guildford, be not cow’d
By that m iserable c re w 1
Let the Mangles pride be bow’d’
Spurn the Day and Harwood*l s c r e w .1'
In a poster dated 17th March, Bell specifica lly  denied rumours that he 
2was to re tire .*  Onslow im m ediately announced his withdrawal from the
' ,3 r a ce .*
"It would be i l l  judged on my part" he said
"to enter into a contest or attempt to divide the 
in terests in a cause which has always received  
my warm est support. "
Onslow, however, had obviously attempted to stake his claim  to a future '
nomination by the Guildford L ib era ls.
Even before the Canton affair had arisen , Bell had met the Borough
electors to explain his votes in Parliam ent since 1852. He had opposed
the government over the Crimean War, he said, because of the disgraceful
4manner in which it had been conducted.* With the dissolution of 
Parliam ent, his address tried to place the responsibility for the fact of 
an election, upon Palm erston.
"In recording my vote against the Government on 
Tuesday la s t ," he stated, "I was guided by no 
other m otive than that of expressing a conviction, 
arrived at after an anxious and careful consideration  
of the m erits of the question. The responsibility  
of interpreting this decision as a want of confidence .
in the Government does not rest on those who form ed  
the majority on that occasion. "*5
A squib entitled "Our Borough Bell" stressed  the la tter’s honesty and called
for all the "Sons of Liberty" and "independent Voters" to support him.
The la st verse  read:-
"Ob’. Let not Tory talking your honest voices drown ,
Nor forge again the rusty chain, that once enslaved your town 
Unfettered by corruption then, spurn every Tory trick  
Place-hunters may produce in aid of their own rotten clique 
Whilst worth and sound u tility , with honest truth we tell 
Are the virtues Guildford honours, in our faithful BOROUGH BELL."*6
M angles, who had consistently supported Palm erston in the Commons, did
*1 Harwood was Guildford Onslow’s agent. *6 Squib G3365 GM.
*2 P o ster  G3366 GM. ...
*3 P oster  dated 1.9th March, in Gazette 25th March.
*4 Gazette 11th February. ,
*5  Address dated 6th March G3362 and G3363 GM.
i .
not refer to the Chinese problem in his address. With his principles 
the sam e as when first elected in 1841, Mangles spoke of the advances 
made since that date by the "Party of P rogress" , especially  in respect 
of free trade. He did not believe in any doctrine of finality and prom ised  
to support
"all m easures tending to widen the basis of our 
political fabric and to extend the b lessings of 
relig ious, m oral, and intellectual improvement 
to the largest possib le number. "*1
William Bovill, the Conservative candidate, was a leading barrister  on 
the Home Circuit. He had unsuccessfully attempted to contest Lewes in 
1852, and im m ediately after had purchased Worplesdon Lodge a few m iles
north of Guildford - a deliberate m ove, in Peake's opinion, to enable him
2 ' to "nurse" the Borough.* If elected , Bovill undertook to follow an
independent line in Parliam ent, supporting "Established Institutions and
useful reform" including an extension of education. He was in favour of
retrenchment and opposed to any renewal of incom e tax. With free  trade
an established fact, he was anxious to see  all remaining taxes taken off
artic les of general consumption. Being against the Church of Rome, he
desired the "immediate repeal" of the M'aynooth Grant, and a lso  wished
to see differences over Church Rates in England resolved. F inally , he
said that he regarded war as "one of the greatest ev ils that can happen to
a c iv ilised  Community" and felt that hostilities against China had been
embarked on "rather too hastily". Having become involved, how ever, the
3country should not retreat until an " honourable peace" had been achieved. *
Although canvassing continued in Guildford, the Gazette reported that 
"Matters have been exceedingly quite". *^ But a militant note was struck  
by a poster in favour of the L iberals, that warned tradesm en against supporting 
Bovill if they valued the custom of "working-men".
The expressions of c la ss  consciousness that it contained, had not been a 
part of Guildford elections before. (See F ig. 16).
*1 Address dated 6th March G3364 GM;
*2 Peake's Diaries op cit Book E p . 404. Bovill, a QC since 1855, was 
to become Solicitor-G eneral in 1866. .
*3 Address dated 6th March, G3358 GM.
*4 . Gazette 18th March. r
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BOROUGH OF GUILDFORD
FELLOW  WORKMEN,
I  am a W orking Man, and as suck I address you.
A contest is at hand, and likely to be a severe struggle ; to 
eave the Borough being represented by a Tory, therefore I wish to draw 
your attention to the vital importance of the Franchise w ith which you 
are entrusted.
Bear in mind that we have that vote, because we have been 
residents in a house a certain time, at a rental decided b y law ; whilst 
many of our fellow men, equally as good men as ourselves, both in intellect 
and position, are denied it. *
Remember that if  suchpersons as the Candidate Bovill should 
compose a majority of the next House of Commons, there will be bu t 
little chance of getting that absurd and unjust state of the law altered.
J f  Bovill should be returned, instead of advocating and 
supporting Liberal Measures, he will counteract the vote of our respected 
representative Mangles, and be found aspiring for his own personal 
ambition in seeking for place and patronage to feather his nest!
W e hear that the Tradesmen of High Street intend to cany  
Bovill because he is a Neighbour and Friend, thereby sacrificing their 
principles, and the interest of the community at large, for the sake of a 
paltry benefit in gaining his private custom.
But I  would warn them that the working classes have now a 
greater share in the representation that formerly, and should that system 
be acted upon, we can retaliate and seek a remedy by agreeing to take our 
ready money on a Saturday night to those shops only, where the conduct 
and interest of the tradesmen are identical with our own. 
T H E E B F O K E  F E L L O W  W O E E 1 E N ,
‘ I f  you would have your V O T E  protected!
Your P O C K E T  releasedfrom Clet'ical and Ecclesiastical Exaction !
Your M IN D  relieved from  intolerance and B igo try !
Your R I G H T S  and P R I N C I P L E S  extendedto your fellow  creatures!
V O T E  F O B
nvil i  IV If 1 liltf'ifwiiLL K  Jflilillfh m
*h© XiXBEBAIa Candidates who w ill agitate for th e  
(allot, Abolition o f Church B ates, E xtentlon o f th e  
'tsSmM, C ivil and B eligious Liberty, Freedom of Educa­
tion, and BEJECT THE TOBY NOMINEE, W. B.
>ke. A WORKMAN.
P rin ted  by J . H O O K E , BookteUcry §v, 80, H  ■* O trm t Ouih for
By nomination day, on 27th March, it had become generally accepted that
1
Mangles' re-election  was assu red .*  A close  contest was anticipated
between Bell and Bovill. At the hustings Mangles tried to vindicate the
government's actions in China, and advocated an extension of the franchise
based on education. He would only support the ballot, he said, if  no
other course was apparent. Mangles also  wanted legislation  to solve the 
■ 2problem of Church R ates.*  B ell's view s were more radical, being in 
favour of both the ballot and an extension of the franchise. He particularly  
denounced "m ilitary extravagance" on the part of the government. Someone 
in the crowd wanted to know what Bell had done for Guildford. The latter  
replied that he had supported policies resulting in "the cheap loaf" and 
rejected the logic behind the question, that sim ply living in the neighbourhood 
made one a friend of the town, whilst living elsew here made one unacceptable.'1' 
Bovill in turn exploited this issu e  of residence, arguing that it was preferable  
for an MP to live  locally , so as to be on the spot in the event of any problem  
arising. He a lso  believed that the state should maintain p laces of worship 
if Church Rates were abolished and that the ballot was undesirable because  
"freedom of voting will be dearly purchased by the sacrifice  of truth and 
honesty". In proposing the Conservative candidate W. E Elkins (an ex- 
Mayor of the Borough) also  referred to the ballot, describing it as "unnecessary 
'clap trap'" and a "sneaking way" of voting, alien to the Guildford e lectors. 
Elkins rejected suggestions that Bovill favoured a return to Protection,
as "ridiculous", saying that Protection had been "dead and buried for- five
n ,4  years .*
P olling on the following day went ahead uneventfully. The Standard described  
the proceedings as "unusually quiet". Mangles and Bovill w ere easily  
elected gaining 349 and 338 votes respectively , to B ell's 167. The Tim es 
reported:
"As was generally anticipated, Mr. Bovill was soon 
placed in a m ajority over Mr. Bell whose vote on the 
China question against the government appears to 
have given general dissatisfaction among his 
constituents . "*5
*1 Chronicle 24th March; Gazette 2 5th March.
*2 Standard 4th April..
*3 Ibid.
*4 Ibid.
*5 The Times 30th March.
B ell's share of the vote in m ost socio-econom ic c la sses  fell by between 
6% and 10%, with Bovill increasing the Conservative's vote by a sim ilar  
amount compared with 1852. But it was noticable that Bovill did particularly  
well amongst the petty entrepreneurs, craftsm en and ordinary workers, 
polling 15%, 13% and 12% m ore respectively . This upsurge in support at 
the lower end of .the occupational hierarchy, meant that the professions, 
for once, were no longer the m ost conservative section  in the electorate.
The lower an occupational group ranked, the higher was support for the 
Tories (See Table 46 ). B ovill's strength is  shown by the way he poached 
seven votes from amongst thirty-three electors who had voted Liberal at 
the County contest. Although twenty-two of the sam e group did support both 
their party's candidates in the Guildford constituency,
Table 46 : Voting by Occupational & Social Class in 1857 (P ercentages)
Occupational Class 
• Bovill Mangles Bell
Class. 1 35 44 21
Gentlemen
Higher P rofession s - - -
Capitalists & the Rich - - - -
C lass 2 37 44 19
All P rofession s
Subprofessions - - -
Moderately Wealthy - - -
C lass 3 38 41 21
R etailers (31 44 25)
Petty Entrepreneurs (48 36 16)
Class 4 40 40 20
Craftsment 
C lerical
Class 5 43 42 15
Labour
B ell's weakness is  underlined by the fact that 30% of these potential 
supporters did not reg ister  a vote for him. B ell's argument that he had 
voted against the war on China because there seem  insufficient reason  
for such h ostilities, and not because he was opposed to the government, 
failed to retrieve the situation for him. His assertion that P alm erston  
was wrong to call an election on the issu e must have sounded a 'trifle
Social Class" 
Bovill Mangles B ell
41 39 20
39 42 19
39 38 23
39 39 22
43 42 15
lam e in the circum stances. As the Chronicle said , the opposition 
in turning the government out was quite as guilty of bad generalship, as 
Sir John Bowring him self: -
"They gave Lord Palm erston a good 'cry' to go to the 
country with, while they were absolutely without one.
The present election is  being positively  fought out on 
personal m erits . . . The country is really  requested to 
vote for Lord Palm erston and the China War. It is  not 
fo r a  Reform of the Franchise, Church R ates, or 
Education. The public is  alm ost content to do without 
them this tim e and to range itse lf  under Lord P alm erston's  
banner, as against Lord Derby. "*1
The situation in Guildford was sim ilar  to th is. All the candidates gave
their opinions on the various domestic issu es of the day but these seem
to have counted for very little , if anything at a ll. Obviously too, B ell's
defeat was mainly a result of his vote against the M inistry, particularly
as he had already incurred som e unpopularity in Guildford by his
opposition to the Crimean War. Bovill on the other hand, was free to
take up a com prom ise position on the Canton affair,, which must have
appealed to a wide range of opinion. Whilst voicing his objec tions to
h ostilitie s, at the same tim e he underlined his belief that they should not
now be ended until a solution "honourable" to the country had been achieved.
Yet the situation in the Borough did not entirely comply with the overall
pi cture of the elections that the Chronicle painted. It was not sim ply a
case of the Guildford electors lining up behind Lord Palm erston as opposed
to Lord Derby. Bell was in fact a government supporter, though a fairly
radical Liberal, who had a general objection to warfare because of his
religious beliefs. Bovill, m oreover, was a Tory, a supporter of Lord
Derby. Local factors, too, obviously help to explain B ell's defeat. Bovill
was able to project h im self as a local man and had apparently worked hard
since 1852 to cultivate an interest in the Borough, whereas B ell came from
London. Finally Bell in any case had only won the 1852 contest by the
narrowest of m argins, and indeed, it was unusual for Guildford to be
without one representative of basically  conservative persuasion. Ultim ately
however, the election revolved around a m atter of foreign policy , underlining
the pre-em inence of national issu es in Guildford p o litics, a pattern which
had gradually become established from the tim e of Reform.
*1 Chronicle 31st March.
In West Surrey, the Chinese question seem s to have been instrum ental in
the resignation of W. J. Evelyn on the dissolution of Parliam ent. Evelyn,
who had voted with the opposition against Palm erston, was a dam ent that
the Commons should oppose the Chinese War:
"Henceforth foreign Nations w ill see , " he said, "that 
it is  not always perm itted, even to the m ost powerful 
administration to tarnish the English name by 
sanctioning such deeds as those which have been lately  
perpetuated by the British authorities in the Canton 
river - deeds involving falsehood and fraud and the 
indiscrim inate slaughter of non-combatant s. "*1
Henry Currie, who had represented Guildford from 1847 - 1852, was not
slow to com e forward instead of Evelyn. Indeed, there was som e ill-
feeling between the two men when Currie publicised Evelyn's retirem ent,
2
before the latter had officially announced it h im self.*  Currie "deeply
deplored the sad event" of the Canton bombardment, but could not bring
him self to think that there was any justification for the formation of a
coalition to turn out"a.Minister who had rendered such signal serv ice  to
his country as Lord Palm erston has done. "* Currie, who said he had
always been a L iberal- C onservative, undertook to give Palm erston his
"independent support", because be "realises my idea of a Liberal
C onservative."
"I am a true friend of Liberty", explained C u rrie,"b ut  
dislike the Ballot as leading to Deceit and Corruption;
I dislike Coercion and the improper use of power and 
Influence far m ore."
Though he was no party to the endowment of Maynooth, Currie said he
was prepared to support it, as he was any "fair measure" on Church Rates.
He a lso  hoped "a sound religious system " of education could be introduced
• -r, n . 4m England. *
Henry Drummond explained at length his attitude towards the actions of
Sir John Bowring
"who in consequence of a trifling dispute with the 
Governor of Canton, has proceed to acts of great 
violence towards the natives. It is  not possib le at 
this distance from the seat of the str ife  to disavow 
his acts, because the Chinese would m istake this for  
the effect of fe a r , and be encouraged to m ore
Evelyn in his resignation announcement, dated 12th March.
Standard 14th March.
Standard 21st March.
Address dated 10th March. G3357 GM.
Ibid.
*1
*2
*3
*4
system atic resistan ce . The course which I adopted 
was therefore the sa fest, namely to support Lord 
Palm erston, whether I approved or not, the conduct 
of the agent abroad, " Drummond concluded. *1
A second Liberal came forward to complete the trio of candidates. He 
was Jam es Ivatt B riscoe , who had been MP for Surrey and then East Surrey, 
from 1830. He took as his motto, "Peace, Retrenchment and Reform, "r 
prom ising to support Locke King’s B ill for a £10 franchise in the Counties. 
B riscoe thought that the way Palm erston had come forward "at a tim e of
extreme peril and taken the helm of public affairs entitled him to the regard
3 ■of a ll. "* The Gazette reported "that Henry Drummond is  tolerably secure
4
in his seat and the contest will therefore lie  between Mr. Currie and Briscoe.."* 
Considering this opinion, B riscoe carried out a surprisingly low -keyed  
campaign in contrast to Drummond who was m ost energetic in addressing  
election m eetings.
At Farnham, Drummond referred to two questions which he had found to 
be of particular public concern. As to whether Palm erston should continue 
as P rem ier, he though him to be "the right man, in the right p lace, for 
the tim e present" mainly because of his "triumphant conclusion" of 
the Russian campaign. Secondly, on the problem of the Maynooth Grant, 
Drummond though it "a m atter of sim ple honesty" that England should 
continue with the bargain made with the Irish people. In reply to a question 
about China, Drummond argued that Bowring should be supported by the
5
government for the present, to guarantee the safety of British  resid en ts.*
At Dorking, Drummond demonstrated rather m ore clearly  his own brand
of "Tory-Radicalism , " as it might be described. On the subject of a £10
franchise in the counties, he underlined his belief in "the right to vote
for som e one place to all persons of property, and let that property consist
of what it may. " In contrast, although an Irvingite h im self, he was against
Church Rates being sim ply abolished without compensation for the lo s s  of
incom e, and em phasised his total opposition to any weakening of the link
between Church and State. He a lso  reiterated his opposition to a withdrawal
6of the Maynooth endowment, because it would lead to rebellion in Ireland.*
*1 Address Standard 14th March.
*2 Standard 4th April.
*3 Gazette 25th March.
*4 Ibid.
*5 Standard 21st March.
*6 Standard 28th March.
Currie took a sim ilar view of the Grant, stressin g  that "a fair bargain"
had been undertaken by the English government. The subject, he said,
1 ■"excited m ore interest than alm ost any other1.’* At this tim e the society
for the "Liberation of Religion" in London, was dissem inating information
on the whole issu e  of religious endowment. One tract which circulated
in Guildford called for an end to the "demoralising system " of such grants
from public funds/ and for justice to the Irish people. The Catholics,
it was stated, com prising five-six th ’s of the population, received £26, 360
a year from the state; the Presbyterians about £40, 000 as "Regium Donum";
while the E stab lished  Church enjoyed nearly another £1 m illion in revenue
2
from its property.* Another tract, again addressed to e lectors at the 
1857 E lections, demanded the im partial disendowment of all seats in 
Ireland. It was suggested that with only a modicum "of ordinary firm ness  
on the part of constituent bodies" a bill to abolish Church Rates would pass  
through Parliam ent, since a m ajority of MPs were already favourably 
disposed to the m easure. The adm ission of Jews into Parliam ent was called
3
for as w e ll .*
Nominations for West Surrey were heard on 1st April at Guildford, in a
densely crowded Town Hall. Evelyn proposed his colleague Drummond,
attesting to his independence and intelligence which he had observed at
first-hand in the Commons. Lee Steere of Ockley, who was to becom e West
Surrey's representative h im self in 1870, proposed Currie, as a supporter
of Lord Palm erston. The PM was described as having been "most unjustly
treated  by an ill-a sso r ted  majority" in the Commons.* Mayor Samuel
Haydon, who had previously chaired a Borough m eeting for C urrie, played
down the significance of the Canton bombardment, describing it as "only
a sm all disturbance." Yet on these grounds, he continued; it was proposed
"to throw out that M inistry which had constributed so much to England's
glory". Currie h im self said  that he had m ore confidence in Palm erston
5than in any other public m an.* B riscoe too, felt that the country owed 
Palm erston "a debt of gratitude", and remarked that all three candidates 
were m ore or le s s  supporters of the P rem ier. Nominating his "friend-and 
neighbour" was Colonel Challoner, h im self at one tim e rumoured as a
*1 Ibid 21st March.
*2 Tract PF/G FD /141 SAS.
*3 Tract P F /G F D /140 SAS.
*4 Standard 4th April.
*5 Ibid.
candidate for the divison. He alluded to B riscoe's principles in 
favour of p rogress , religious liberty, and extension of the franchise.
Godwin - Austen, seconding the nomination, said that Currie appeared 
to have been selected  on account of his wealth alone, and that he was 
"an unfit person" to represent an agricultural county. *^
B riscoe topped the poll with 1,439 votes, Drummond gained 1, 386 votes
and Currie came last with 1 ,204. The' Gazette claim ed that the General
Election had demonstrated the failing strength of Toryism  and the returning
power of the Liberal Party, citing the result in West Surrey as supporting 
2 ,,its v iew .*  B riscoe has filled  the place vacated in despair by Mr. Evelyn,
in spite of the efforts of Mr. Currie, a popular L iberal-C onservative, "
3
asserted  the paper.* Yet the outcome of the contest is  probably m ore  
accurately interpretted as a return to normalcy in West Surrey politics  
after the short period of Conservative control from 1849. Since before 
the Reform era, the W higs-Liberals had been accustom ed to returning 
at lea st one of the divisions representatives. With the death of the Whig 
m illionaire MP, Denison, in 1849, the Tories had se ized  the opportunity 
to gain control of West Surrey on the issu e  of Protection. Consdquently, 
when the whole question of the Corn Laws was finally laid to rest at the 
1852 General E lection, the next occasion for the L iberals to r e -a sse r t  
their influence in the constituency was 1857. This they did through B riscoe .
The reversion to the m ore usual situation of a shared representation,
between the Liberals and C onservatives, leant som e weight to another of 
the G azette's assertions - that Parliam ent was ripe for change and that 
the government gain of 60 seats could not be explained by the Chinese 
question alone.* "The real fact is  that Parliam ent was growing old" 
said the journal. Since 1852, Protection had vanished as an issu e , Derby’s 
administration had com e and gone, and a war had been fought. The opinion 
of the Tim es was not entirely d issim ilar. The paper contended that because  
there had been no particular controversy dominating the elections - 
Protection especia lly  never having been mentioned - county e lectors in 
particular had reverted to the political inclinations of thirty years before.
*1 Chronicle 7th April.
*2 Gazette 8th April.
*3 Gazette 8th A p ril.
*4 Ibid
Consequently the P rotection ists, P ee lites  and Leaguers who had fed on
the Free Trade - Corn Law controversy, asserted  the T im es, “have
alike disappeared from the scene. Yet, even without a c lo se
examination of each contest in which a m inisterial gain or lo ss  occured,
there nonetheless seem s reason to doubt the str ict validity of such
interpretations. In particular, the significance of the Chinese question
appears to be undervalued as a factor in the changes at the election. For
instance contemporary opinion recognised that Cob den and Bright were not
defeated because they were now redundant politically , with free trade
having been established, but because they led  the opposition against
Palm erston over the Canton bombardment. As the Gazette itse lf commented:
"Cob den and Bright . . . were amongst those who were 
prominent sacrifices to public opinion on the question 
of War in general and of the war in China in particular . "*2
The Annual R egister noted too, how Lord P alm erston 's name became a
rallying cry at alm ost every husting in the kingdom and how MPs of the
Liberal Party, who had stood aloof or shown hostility towards him , had 
'3been defeated. * Such was basically  the case at Guildford, where the
Liberal Jam es Bell was defeated by the Conservative candidate, Bovill.
4
Peak remarked that Mthe W ar-fhrty prevailed. "* In West Surrey as w ell, 
Evelyn, although he had originally been elected on a Protectionist platform  
in 1849, now clearly  resigned because of his opposition to the Chinese 
war. F inally, the Tim es rather undermined its  own argument by at first  
listing all the 1857 resu lts according to whether those elected had opposed 
or approved of Palm erston's foreign policy. Subsequently the paper reverted  
to the labels of "Liberal and Conservative" because "the opinion of the 
country has been so strongly pronounced on the question of the Chinese
5
vote."* Undoubtedly, however, politics were in a state of flux. With
Palm erston, aWhig but an ex-T ory> dominating affairs /  it was difficult
for the Conservatives to formulate a contrasting policy of their own. In
its post-scrip t to the E lections, the Chronicle commented:
"Apart from the Chinese War, it is  difficult to find a 
subject to separate the contending in terests that of 
late years have divided the e lectors. Free trade
*1 Tim es 7th April.
*2 Gazette 12th August.
*3 Annual R egister 1857 p. 84
*4 Peak op cit p. 405.
*5 Tim es 8th April.
has been adopted and Protection has passed  
into oblivion; Church Rates - Education - are 
to be approached from either side, and even a 
Reform of the Franchise has been invested with 
sort of haze that Conservatives do not hesitate  
to approach and speak out with an oracular  
confidence very unlike the Conservatives of ten 
years ago. Indeed it is  difficult to identify a 
Conservative now -a-days."* 1
Chronicle 7th A p ril.
b) The Guildford B ye-E lection of 1858
After his 1857 electoral triumph, Palm erston was in a position to ~ 
follow a progressive domestic policy , but had neither the initiative nor 
the desire to draw up such a program m e.5^  With the issu e  of electoral 
reform again coming to the fore, the Gazette felt that the country could
2look to Palm erston "for a tolerably broad, if safe measure" of change.*
A year later there was still speculation on the content of. a B ill that
3the P rem ier might be expected to propose. * Although not objecting to 
a wider franchise, how ever, Palm erston did not put forward any 
definite proposals. His chief in terest remained foreign policy.
In m id -18 57, attention was diverted from China to India. E arlier  that
year there had been a minor war with P ersia  on the North-west frontier,
conducted by troops from India. A petition from Guildford protested against
the campaign as "a flagrant breach of constitutional rights" because the war
4had never received the approval of the House of Comm ons.* At the end 
of June came the news, of the Indian Mutiny. The Standard asserted  that 
proper management of Indian affairs would have avoided the trouble, 
and described "the wretched condition" of the Indian population as a 
"disgrace to England".* Compared with the m assacres in India, said
g
the paper, the "Crimean horrors sink into insignificance."* After the 
Mutiny, the Crown took over full responsibility for the government of 
India. An Act of 1858 created a secretary of state with a council of fifteen  
m em bers to adm inister the country. The appointment of Ross Mangles 
to this body was to necessitate a bye-election  in Guildford during 
that autumn. .
Before then, however, repercussions of the Orsini affair had led  to Derby's 
return to office, Palm erston having resigned after allegedly showing 
unpatriotic deference to French opinion. * The change of M inistry did not 
bring with it any clearer  alignment of parties or of p o lic ies . The Surrey
*1 Woodward op cit p. 162.
*2 Gazette 29th April 1857 .
*3 Standard: 6th February 1858. •
*4 Gazette 22nd April 1857;
*5 Standard 27th June and 14th August.
*6 Ibid 19th September.
*7 Woodward op cit p. 163.
p ress reflected  this general confusion. The Standard em phasised that
it would be "m easures not men" which would be the more highly regarded
in the Commons, and that Derby’s accession  had not been a party triumph.
Palm erston had fallen "by the national w ill" .* ’*' The Gazette speculated on
the prospects for a dissolution, as Parliam ent had been elected without
a mandate for any particular p o lic ies. In view of the abandonment of
Protection by Derby during his previous tenure of office the journal
2wondered what other change of policy would follow. * A fortnight la ter  
the Gazette accused Derby of "hypocrisy" in becoming PM as head of the 
Conservative Party:
"Lord Derby perceives that the palmy days of Toryism , 
and even of Conservatism , are gone by - that it will 
be perfectly hopeless to attempt to govern this 
country on the principles of those parties, and that his 
only change is  to adopt liberal opinions, to aim at 
what he term s 'progressive improvem ents' or in 
other words, to throw overboard his party and their  
principles and hoist the colours of his opponents. "*3
But until D israeli introduced a reform  bill in 1859, any com prom ises
necessary  to gain the support of the Commons did not alienate Conservative
M Ps. The Standard felt that "the new government is  surpassing our
highest expectations".* At the beginning of July, the paper was able to
report that the m inistry "continues its triumphant career without a single
check."* The Gazette, however, argued:-
"The Tories and the Derby adm inistration owe their 
not having been speedily ejected from office very  
much to their having deliberately sacrificed  their 
legitim ate character and distinctive princip les and 
consented to 'eat dirt'"* 6
When W illiam J . Evelyn, West Surrey’s form er Tory representative
announced his candidature on Mangles' appointment to the Indian Council,
the paper suggested that voters should be sceptical of Tory cla im s to be
progressive.
"Depend upon it, " said the journal, "a Tory 
government w ill give.up nothing of its Toryism , 
except on compulsion or from the fear of loosing  
office. We a sser t then, these are not the men
from whom to expect liberal m easures. "
*1 Standard 27th February
*2 Gazette 24th February.
*3 Ibid 10th March.
*4 Ibid 20th March.
* 5 Ibid 3rd July.
*6 Gazette 21st July.
To back up its argument, the Gazette cited Derby's failure to allow  
the abolition of Church Rates and his reluctance to concede the f,Jew 
B ill" .* 1
Evelyn had apparently kept secret his intention of contesting the Guildford
bye-election . His candidature consequently created a good deal of surprise
in the Borough, In his first address, he laid claim to the support of all
"who distrust the m easures and conduct of the late government". He felt
convinced that the electors "do not need the delusive protection of the
Ballot Box, but that every man will honestly record his vote without
fear or favour. " Evelyn also  stated his support for the principle of "local
2
self-governm ent. "* The Standard particularly approved of this stand 
against centralisation - " the foundation of despotism." Municipal 
institutions should always remain independent of a powerful, central 
bureaucracy in London, contended the journal. Boroughs should retain  
control of their own local police force, and parish vestr ies  should be allowed  
to decide the question of Church Rates them selves. The principle of
3
centralisation would bring an end to English lib erties the Standard warned. *
On the Liberal sid e, three candidates came forward. But the campaign of
Mr. P . Murrough, who had form erly represented Bridport "upon
ii 4extrem e Liberal opinions , never got off the ground.* The struggle for
Liberal support therefore revolved around the claim s of Guildford Onflow
and Robert Campbell of K ingston-on-Tham es. Campbell's candidature was
promoted by Ross Mangles with whom he had business connections. A
requisition "numerously and respectably signed" led to Campbell coming  
5forward.* The fight between him self and Onslow was a fairly short but
acrim onious affair. With no difference in policies between the two m en,
the choice facing the L iberals was one of p erson a litie s. The Gazette
continually em phasised the need for the L iberals to be united and "to avoid
6above all that m ost common but fatal error, a split in their own camp. "*
The paper spoke of the "insane split" within the party which will it said , 
ensure Evelyn's victory "without the slightest difficulty."* Onslow, the
*1 Ibid 28th July.
*2 Address dated 9th August G6110
* 3 ; Standard 17th August.
*4 Tim es 5th August.
*5 His 1st address, G 6109 GM.
*6 Gazette 21st July .
*7 Ibid U th August.
journal feit, had the greater cla im s to the nomination on account of his
withdrawal at the previous contest. This inter-party conflict generated
as much election m aterial as the final contest. One squib, under the heading
"Naval Intelligence" spoke of the "Robert Campbell's" hazardous three
days’ sa il from Kingston to Guildford, under the command of Captain
Mangles with an ill-d iscip lin ed  crew.*^ Another poster announced a prize
fight between the "Guildford Pet" and "Australian Bob" (referring to
Campbell's m ercantile in terests). The squib predicted the la tter 's
ultimate defeat: -
"it is  to be feared that the Australian will not be 
enabled to screw  up a sufficient number of backers to 
bhing him to the scratch. "*2
On 3rd August, a private m eeting of the town's leading L iberals decided
that Onslow ha d the better prospects of beating Evelyn and therefore asked
Campbell to resign . The latter replied with a counter proposal that the
nomination should be decided by ballot. Onslow turned down the suggestion .*
B itterness increased when Onslows' friends circulated handbills assertin g
that Campbell had offered h im self on Conservative principles for the
41857 East Surrey e lectio n .* Although Campbell disproved the accusations,
a deputation of "influential electors" finally persuaded him to resign ,
arguing that Onslow had a prior claim  on the Borough voters because of
his retirem ent in 1857. Because the Party cause was endangered by the
presence of two Liberal candidates Campbell therefore "resolved to submit
to a personal sacrifice  by retiring. "* Evelyn im m ediately called  on.
Campbell's supporters to "assume an independent position and do not
consider your prom ise as given in order to be transferred from one
6candidate to another. "* The Standard thought that because oi^  Onslow's
" s e lf is h , unyielding spirit" towards his L iberal rival, he would not benefit
■' 7from many of the votes originally pledged for the latter. *
Onslow now published his first address , reminding the e lectors that "UNION 
IS STRENGTH" and that his political opinions, fully explained in 1857, 
remained the same.*** At a campaign m eeting on his behalf, Onslow
*1 Squib dated 31st July G3373 GM.
*2 . Squib G3372 GM.
*3 Gazette 4th August.
*4 Handbill G3382 GM.
*5 Announcement dated 13th August G6099 GM
*6 Evelyn's address 13th August G6098 GM.
*7 Standard 17th August.
*8 Dated 13th August G6112 GM.
welcom ed the adm ission of Jews into Parliam ent, and stated his support
for an entire abolition of Church Rates. He was opposed to any continuance
of income tax in peace-tim e and was also  against the Malt Tax, as he
thought that dear beer drove men to the gin-shop. Onslow regretted that
Lord John R ussell had not been in favour of the ballot. "Foreigners
use the Ballot, and the gentlemen at the Clubs have it, so  why do we deny
it to the e lectors?"  he asked. Mur rough, who had quietly dropped out of
the race, observed that since Onslow believed so strongly in the ballot,
he should have agreed to such a process for choosing the Liberal candidate.
Finally Onslow said that his ideas on reform  were the sam e as those
of Locke King, who had recently introduced a Parliam entary B ill which
proposed lowering the County franchise to £10.**' The Standard was
against this change because it felt that the resultant "mixed" electorate
would mean that the County MPs would no longer be the c lear representatives
2
of the agricultural in terest.*  The paper pointed out too, that Onslow's 
apparent support for Locke King!s advocacy of equal electoral d istricts
3
would result in the disfranchisem ent of the Guildford Borough as such.*
Evelyn in contrast, did not believe that the distribution of MPs should be
related to population, and prom ised to support the case for Guildford
retaining its  two representatives under future proposals. Neither did he
think that a person should receive a vote in the counties for a £10
qualification, because of the distance involved in going to vote. He had
heard men say, he asserted , that they could not vote as they would lo se  a
day's pay. The ballot too he disapproved of, since the system  was open to
"trickery" - votes cast illegally  would be no longer open for la ter  inspection.
On Church rates, he felt that D issenters "ought to be glad to contribute to
the Church which is  open to a ll, " but that parish m em bers could reso lve
the issu e  anyway, through the V estry. Again, em phasising loca l autonomy,
he considered "despotic" the 1856 P olice  Bill' which made Home Office
4money available for approved local fo rces .*
In the election campaign, something of an issu e  was made of B ovilPs 
promotion of Evelyn's candidature. "An Independent Elector" warned
*1 Herald 14th August.
*2 Standard 12th June.
*3 Ibid 24th August.
*4 Evelyn at a m eeting for him Herald 14th August.
his fellow voters that Bovill
"is attempting to dictate to you the choice of a 
Second Member. Upon what grounds can he justify  
such presum ptions on his part? He is  not even an 
E lector of your Borough . . . "
Bovill was accused of trying to compel the electors "to se lec t as his
colleague his own nominee. "** Bovill replied that he:
"should not presum e for one moment to dictate to 
you in the choice of your Representative . . .  it is  
true I am not an E lector, but I have the honour to 
be your Representative, and taking a deep interest 
in the Borough, and its w elfare, I feel that it is  
important for you,, as it would be gratifying for 
m e, that a Gentleman should now be returned by 
you to Parliam ent with whom I could cordially and 
effectively co-operate for the protection of your 
in terests . . .  I am sure you will concede me the 
opportunity of expressing my opinion and firm  
conviction that the m ost fit and proper person to be 
returned to Parliam ent is  Mr . Evelyn . .  . The 
in terest that he, as an English Gentleman has 
always taken in the labouring c la sse s  and the 
improvement of their social conditioning, w ill I 
trust, especia lly  recommend him to the independent 
working-men of Guildford as one of their best 
fr ien d s . "*2
Bovill a lso  mentioned Evelyn1 s "generous liberality  to the Poor" in his 
panegyric. "Another Independent Elector" commented on the "low standard" 
which Bovill was setting for a potential MP.
"The sim ple common and Christian duties of every-day  
socia l life  are magnified into the high and onerous 
obligations devolving upon a MP. There is  not a 
word about the great political questions of the day, 
nothing of the great com m ercial in terests of the 
community. "
The sam e w riter was particularly outraged that Bovill "even justifies"  the 
charge that he is actively canvassing for Evelyn.
"Call it what you will,." the elector said , "whether 
'Dictation1 or 'Patronage* or 'Expression of 
Opinion' but I protest against it, as an interference, 
deli berately formed to break down the freedom and 
independence of the Borough . .."*3
*1 P oster  18th October G3379 GM. “ “
*2 P oster  from Bovill, 20th October G6102 GM.
*3 ' P oster  G3378 GM.
in tn.e autumn or ibbtf, the Surrey p ress spoke of the lack of in terest in 
political affairs in the country as a whole. The Gazette remarked at 
the c lo se  of a "tedious" sum m er Parliam entary session  that Mjust now 
everybody is  sick and tired of p o litics”, due to Lord Derby's ’ilishohesty". *
"It is  just now the fashion for the T ories, Conservatives 
or Protection ists - or by whatever name they choose 
to be styled - to affect L iberalism , to prate o f'p rogress' 
and to preach 'm easures not m en '. The truth is  that they 
find the principles they have all their life  avowed to be 
at a discount, and they are now endeavouring to play a 
. double game and to sneak into Liberal seats under 
fake co lou rs. ”*2
The paper argued that Guildford Onslow's principles were n o t  newly adopted 
for the occasion of the election, stressin g  that there was no reason why 
Liberals should vote for Evelyn, "a Tory Protectionist Squire" despite 
his local lean in gs, fam ily connections, and high respectability. Sim ilarly  
the Chronicle observed that the absence of political excitem ent in the 
country was a happy state of affairs for Lord Derby, and wondered how 
his policy of " la issez-fa ire"  would be regarded by the Guildford voters.
"As a sim ple adherent to Lord Derby Mr. Evelyn 
can never fairly represent the reform ing spirit 
of Guildford, " said the paper. "Such very cautious 
progress as he (Evelyn) is  prepared for, would be the 
equivalent to no progress at a ll. "
The Chronicle em phasised that Evelyn had always been "a steady party
man" and a consistent Conservative.
"The Election is  no personal contest, but essentia lly  
one of party. It is  a vote for Lord Derby on the one 
hand or a Liberal Government on the other, and it is  
necessary  the electors should so consider it . . . What 
. they have to deal with is  the princip les of the candidates 
and to rem em ber that M r.. Guildford Onslow is  really  
prepared to vote for the reform s that Mr Evelyn 
would a lso  vote for if  he could make up his mind 
that it. was safe to do so . "*3
With the writ for the contest not finally issu ed  until October, the West
Surrey Tim es a lso  felt that the tim e which had elapsed since the news of
Mangles' appointment in Ju ly , had allowed the issu es at the election to
become com pletely clarified to that of L iberalism  versus T oryism . With
both candidates,, aristocratic by birth, p ossessin g  local influence, the
*1. Gazette 17th August. .
*2 Ibid 5th October.
*3 Chronicle 2 3rd October.
journal felt that ultim ately everything revolved around the contrasting  
polic ies of the two men.
The Tory Standard also  made reference to national politics in an
editorial which was reprinted as a broadsheet in favour of Evelyn.
"Happily in place of a government embroiling us 
abroad and m isruling us at home, " said the paper,
"we have a m inistry whose energetic patriotism  
has already silenced its worst enem ies. "*2
Ross Mangles' role in the election was a lso  examined, the im plication
being that he would be holding out the prospect of serv ice  in India for
the sons of wavering v o ter s . The "impropriety" of som eone occupying
his official position interfering in local election m atters was obvious
the journal felt. The Standard a lso  pointed out that at the outset of the
campaign, Mangles and his supporters had been "strongly opposed" to
Onslow's candidature. But "demands of clique" proved too powerful for
the indulgence of personal feeling, so that Mangles and his friends joined
the canvassers for Onslow.* Additional references to a "family compact"
were directed against Mangles whose father had represented the Borough
from 1831-1837. M oveover, Ross' brother, Captain C. E. M angles, who
also lived loca lly , was MP for Newport, Isle  of Wight. The W est Surrey
Times too, made reference to this situation saying that the Guildford
electors had selected  a candidate who reflected  their own liberal opinions.
"After having for the la st seventeen years tacitly  
submitted to Whig nomineeship they fee l inclined  
now to do a little  business on their own account . "*4
On nomination day, Friday 22nd O ctober, Onslow said he would only 
support proposals for an extension of the franchise which included provision  
of the ballot. He looked forward to the complete abolition of Church Rates 
now that the Commons had approved the m easure. . Onslow a lso  expressed  
his opposition to a large standing army and to the system  of billetting  
which he thought "unjust". Evelyn in.his turn, was very vague on the question  
of reform  but said that by refusing to participate in a ballot, the Borough's
*1 Tim es 9th October.
*2 Standard 16th October; Broadsheet G3384.
*3 Ibid.
*4 Tim es 21st August.
L iberals had demonstrated th e ir  lack of confidence in their own ideas.
He played on the fact too, that under R u ssell's  proposals for reform ,
Guildford would have lo st one seat and possib ly  two. Those supporting 
Onslow, he quipped, would not be voting for "extension" but for "extinction".
If he was returned, Evelyn concluded, it would be by the working man.*^ 
Polling followed the next day. A satire headed"'Grand se t-to  for the Guildford
Belt'. Between Young Onslow the Guildford P et, and Billy John, the Wootton
„ ■  ' 2 Potter had given odds of 4-1 on, for Onslow and 5-1 against for Evelyn-.*
In the events its prediction proved correct. Evelyn always trailed
his rival by about 30 votes on polling day. "From the commencem ent it
was evident that the return of Mr. Onslow was alm ost certain" the Tim es 
3reported.* Half the electors had voted by 9 a .m . , and by 10 o'clock
375 individuals had recorded their votes - a higher number than anyone
4could rem em ber at such an early hour.* A Small hand-out had in fact
requested Onslow's supporters to go to the poll early, suggesting the
Prince Albert in Stoke Road as a m eeting place at 7. 30 a .m . before
5proceeding to the p o ll.*
The result was clear by mid-day and ultim ately Onslow beat Evelyn by .
268 votes to 239. The Tim es reported a good deal of excitem ent in the
town and that a serious fight between rival boardmen led to shops being
closed . The West Surrey Times thought that there had perhaps been
- 6more local interest in the election at Guildford than any for twenty y e a r s .*
Peake, who described the contest as "severe", commented on how Guildford
7
Onslow had been opposed by the Onslow fam ily in terest.*  Unfortunately 
lack of evidence prevents verification of this claim  in term s of how the 
Onslow tenants voted. But the split provides a neat indication of the 
development in Guildford politics from the situation at the start of the 
century, when personalities and fam ily ties predominated over party 
considerations.
Evelyn's prophecy that he would be elected on the votes of "working-men" 
was not fulfilled. Although the labour vote did split 54% - 46% in his
*1 T im es 23rd October.
*2 P oster  G3371 GM. /
*3 Tim es 25 th October.
*4 Herald 30th October.
*5 Dated 21st October G6114 GM.
*6 Tim es 30th October.
*7 Peake's D iaries p 406 (Lord Onslow being a Tory).
favour, this difference only amounted to four v o tes. Amongst the 
larger group of craftsm en Evelyn trailed Onslow by 20 votes (45% - 55%). 
The two candidates neutralised each other's strength amongst the town's 
businessm en , the reta ilers' Liberal vote being exactly cancelled out by 
the Conservative bias of the petty entrepreneurs. (See Table 47 ) .
The evidence is  contra dietary as to whether or not the bitter infighting 
for the Liberal nomination harmed Onslow at the.polls. The Standard 
felt that the part did not have its "heart and soul" behind him because of 
the rivalry with Campbell.*^ There was certainly a high abstension rate 
of 13% amongst L iberals who had supported both their party's candidates 
only 18 months previously, while another 5% of these form er L iberals 
actually switched to the T ories. Yet the Conservatives suffered just as 
many defections and absentions as did their rivals when the two elections 
are compared. P ossib ly , however, a high Tory abstention rate was to be 
expected in a bye-election  at which the Conservatives were attempting 
to reverse  the recent General Election resu lt. On this la tter  occasion  
the parity of the two parties had been em phasised. Some T ories may 
thus have felt churlish about upsetting the shared representation of the 
Borough.
Table ,47 : V o t in g by O c c up a ti on al & Social C lass in 1858 (Percentages)
Occupational Class 
Evelyn Onslow
Class 1
Gentlemen
Higher P rofessions
Capitalists & the Rich
Class 2
All P rofessions  
Subprofessions 
Moderately Wealthy
Class 3 
R etailers
Petty Entrepeneurs
Class 4
Craftsmen
Clerical
Class 5 
Labour
52 48
55 45
49
(40
(60
45
54
51
60)
40)
55
46
Social''Class'' 
Evelyn Onslow
50 50
50 50
54
42
54
46
58
46
*1 Standard 28th August.
i'He W est Surrey Tim es claim ed Onslow's victory as a pronouncement 
by the Borough E lectors in favour of "P rogressive Reform. " Such an 
interpretation seem s justified to a large extent in that ultim ately.the 
electors were faced with two candidates of sim ilar social background 
but who professed  different political p rin cip les. Evelyn, though, describing  
him self as a "Liberal-Conservative" opposed both the ballot and an 
extension of the franchise, and supported Church rates. Onslow in 
contrast favoured a fairly radical policy of electoral reform  and was set  
against Church rates. It is  interesting, for instance, that Evelyn, who 
had been a strong supporter of Protection and the agricultural in terest when 
MP for West Surrey, did not even mention the prevailing-low leve l of 
corn prices at any tim e during his campaign speeches. Following a good 
harvest, the cost of wheat at Guildford fell from over 6 5 /-  (£3. 25) to 
5 8 /- (£2. 90) a quarter inOctober. Yet by the summ er of 1858, the price  had 
declined to below 4 6 /-  (£2. 30) the low est leve l seen in the town for over  
five years. N onetheless this situation attracted no comment at all during 
the election. Apart from the in-fighting for the Liberal nomination, and 
a belated attempt at the end of the campaign to exploit the alleged  
"dictation" to the Borough by Bovill, the predominating issu e  at the 
contest was reform .
c) The 1-859 General Election
At the beginning of 1859, the Standard em phasised that the future of 
government depended upon its  domestic policy, and especially  its handling 
of the reform issu e . The problem of Church Rates was a lso  mentioned 
as being unresolved, holding out the prospect of a year of "very unsatisfactory
M 1disputes and wrangles in many p arish es.*  Before the new Parliam ent
sess io n , however, John Bright announced his own proposals for Reform ,
which were regarded with interest as an indication of radical tactics
and thinking. Every rate-payer in the Boroughs and £10 occupier in
the Counties were to be enfranchised, whilst population was taken as the
criterion for a redistribution of seat s.  The Standard was very critica l of
the schem e, involving as it did, the disfranchisem ent of both Guildford
and R eigate.* It was "quite absurd" the journal thought, to expect any
general support for a m easure which transferred the government of the
country to the large towns. The West Surrey Tim es alone was enthusiastic
about Bright’s schem e:-
"Let the rallying cry be therefore a rating suffrage for 
the Boroughs - a £10 occupation franchise for the. 
counties - vote by Ballot - Triennial Parliam ents - 
a more equitable adjustment of the representation. "*3
Not that its enthusiasm was shared by all of its readers. A le tter  to the
paper the following week protested about the "inconsistent and unlooked
for" proposal to disfranchise Guildford because its population numbered
under 8 , 000 . The w riter stressed  the Borough’s m erits as the capital
I
town of Surrey, as a centre of local government and as an important m arket.*
A m ore weighty retort came from Henry Drummond in his "Letter to Mr.
Bright on his plan for turning the English monarchy into a D em ocracy. "*
Rejecting the ballot as "of no value whatever" and defending the House of
Lords as "immeasurably superior in intellectual and m oral qualities to
any other c la ss  that can be nam ed," Drummond pontificated:-
"You mean to place the power of governing in this 
country exclusively in the hands of those who are by 
n ecessity , in all ages and in all countries, the m ost
*1 Standard 29th January 1859.
*2 Ibid 22nd January .
*3 . Tim es 15th January.
*4 Ibid 22nd January.
*5 Published as a booklet.
d istressed , the m ost ignorant, the m ost 
improvident, and the m ost reck less c la ss  of the 
community. Your chief panacea, however is. 
that the m em bers of the House of Commons should 
represent men and not property, " thus ultimately 
coming to "represent poverty and not wealth. The 
necessary  and inevitable consequences of this must 
instantly be that the poor will take p ossession  of, and 
divide the wealth amongst them selves. "
Finally, Drummond believed Bright's “Democratic B ill '1 would lead the
country "into a sea of domestic blood" and that the doctrine of power
emanating from the people and not God, had as its "only possib le  ultimate
end . . . Europe in flam es - physical, moral and religious". Drummond's
counter-proposals were forwarded to Lord Derby by Baron Chelmsford
whose opinion Drummond had sought. *  ^ The latter asserted:
"A Reform of the Representation should be directed to 
the development of the original Elem ents of the House 
of Commons, not to the substitution of New Elem ents . . .
Reform therefore should p reserve the representation  
of particular trading and com m ercial in terests. "
To this end Drummond proposed a household franchise in the boroughs and
a freeholders-copyholders one in the counties. He was particu larly opposed
to a uniform franchise since he believed this would lead to an electoral
system  "based entirely on numbers . . . - such a representation is  only
2consistent with a republic ."*
At the end of February, Parliam ent considered D israeli's Reform B ill.
The County franchise was to be decreased to £10 in line with the Borough 
qualification, but the 4 0 /-  (£2 ) freeholders inthe Boroughs were to be 
deprived of their dual vote in the county constituencies. The creation of 
special franchises for fundholders and lodgers aimed to give the vote to the 
upper w ork ing-classes. A redistribution of fifteen seats to the large  
unrepresented towns and populous county areas was a lso  proposed, Despite  
the relative moderation of the B ill, the m easure alienated som e of the 
adm inistration's supporters, including Drummond who objected to "voting 
black to be white or white to be black" at the bidding of Derby or D israeli, * 
Yet the Conservative Standard at lea st, felt that the bill constituted "a
*1 L etters C/1/CH 4 & 5 dated 9th March and 13th Decem ber 1858. PRO. 
*2 Letter C /5 /1 0 .
*3 In a le tter  to the Conservative Whip, Sir-W illiam Joliffe.
very  fair com prom ise between the extreme opinions of the day."
"The m easure may not contain all that we w ish,"  
said the paper, "but the Liberals may fairly  
enough accept it as a judicious settlem ent of a 
great question whish concedes must to the advancing 
intelligence of the people, without disturbing too 
violently the balance of political power. "*1
To look for Liberal acceptance of the p rop osa ls, however, was a pious
hope. "No lengthened consideration can be needed to arrive at the
conclusion that the m easure is  a m ake-shift, a pretence and a sham ," was
the Gazette's im m ediate verd ict.*  With m ore tim e for reflection, the
following week the paper called the B ill " a flagrant insult to the intelligent
w orking-classes" because of the "fancy franchises" which barely extended
the vote in the Boroughs.
"it is  a mockery because it pretends to be an 
enfranchising m easure, whereas it practically  
entails disfranchisem ent to a sweeping extent"
(a reference to the Borough freeholders lo ss  of 
their dual County vote) . . . "it is  a delusion because 
under the tempting bait of non-disfranchisem ent of 
the sm all boroughs . . .  the proposed extension of 
the boundary is  relied  upon to neutralise the existing  
Liberal elem ent by the infusion of rural and land­
owning influence. "
For the Gazette, "the only large part of the Government B ill that is  worth
3having" was the £10 County fran ch ise .* The W est Surrey Tim es was just 
as scathing:-
"Verily the mountain of Conservatism  has been in labour •
and produced a very diminutive m ouse. We do not 
anticipate for the B ill the rem otest change of su ccess . . .
It is  nothing le s s  than an elaborate attem pt to restore  
Tory domination in the nanie of progress"*4 the 
journal concluded.
At Guildford, a reform  m eeting was held in favour of m ore thoroughgoing 
changes. The Standard reported that the m eeting started an. hour la te, 
allowing artisans and labourers to attend after work at 8 o 'clock . The 
atmosphere was said to be one of apathy, people being drawn to the m eeting  
out of curiosity rather than out of enthusiam for reform . Captain G. E. 
M angles, MP took the chair. Joseph Hockley spoke against the governm ent's
*1 Standard 5th March.
*2 Gazette 1st March.
*3 Ibid 8th March.
*4 Tim es 5th March and 2nd April.
B ill, stressin g  the need for the ballot. Guildford Onslow in turn, 
said that boroughs which were rotten and in the pocket of aristocrats should 
be disfranchised. He prom ised to support a Reform B ill, but did not 
totally agree withBright's suggestions since they involved the disfranchisem ent 
of Guildford.
In the Commons, R ussell introduced an amendment, allowing borough
freeholders to retain their county votes and extending the borough
franchise to below £1.0. On 31st March, the motion was carried  against
the government by 39 votes, and the dissolution of Parliam ent followed.
The advent of a general election surprised the Gazette which had argued
that .the M inistry would not seek a dissolution because its  B ill did not have
2sufficient support in the country as a whole. * The Standard accused R u ssell 
of sacrificing the interests of the country for "his own political aggrandisement' 
and asserted  that the Election would see  an appeal to th em id d le -c la sses  
"to pronounce against the R ussell-B right conspiracy against our present
3
constitutional system . * A fortnight la ter  the journal was still railing
about R u ssell's "passion for ruling" which had led him to join withBright
"against the institutions of his country" in a "democratic conspiracy".
"The new franchise settled  by Lord John R ussell 
and his co-conspirators (would)-hand over at once 
the entire government of the country-to a m ere  
num erical m ajority in the state."' .
The paper looked to the middle c la sse s  to stand out against this " dem ocratic
deluge" and to support the Queen's government "at this perilous c r is is
of the nation's fortunes." The R ussell-B right coalition would then fade
away because it had no elem ent of cohesion except the form er's "morbid
• . . .  4desire of high office . *
The Standard was not alone in utilising the Qheen's name for political 
ends. The Gazette denounced as "unjustified" D israeli's  election address in 
which he invoked the sovereign, insinuating that those who did not support 
the government were being unpatriotic.
*1 Standard 19th March.
*2 Gazette 29th March.
*3 Standard 2nd April.
*4 Ibid 16th April.
"Attempts will be made to persuade the people 
that the peace and prosperity of the realm are  
dependent upon placing power in the hands of 
a Derby adm inistration, " commented the 
journal. "Mr. D israeli w ill discover that the 
use of the name of his sovereign as a cover for 
the gross failure of a government w ill not 
attract to that government the support of. the 
people. n* l
The Tim es complained that in all the addresses of the party leaders
there was no mention of the subject of Reform which had precipitated the  
2
dissolution.* This was now, however, the case in Guildford. Bovill 
spoke of the virtues of the government's B ill which secured the political 
existence of Guildford and other boroughs threatened with disfranchisem ent 
under alternative Reform schem es. He described the franchise as being 
greatly extended
"to thousands who had never before enjoyed it, and 
who by their industry, intelligence, education, 
forethought and frugality, showed that they were 
entitled to it. "
Bovill was very critica l of R u ssell's  resolution which had prevented the 
M inistry's proposals from going into Committee where details could have 
been finally worked out.
"A m ost m ischievous abstract Resolution, defining 
nothing and settling nothing . . .  succeeded in stopping 
the second reading of the Bill and thus prevented the 
settlem ent of this important question . . .  Will the 
country, and w ill you, the E lectors of Guildford, 
sanction a course so factious in its  character and 
adopted for m ere party purposes to the serious  
detriment of the business of the country ? 11 asked  
Bovill. *3
In his address, Guildford Onslow explained:
"I supported the Resolution of Lord John R ussell 
under the firm conviction that its sp irit was in 
accordance with the feelings of the people; and I 
also  voted against the Government, because in the 
B ill brought forward by them, the in terests of the 
w orking-classes was not fairly taken into 
consideration. "*4
Gazette 12th April.
*2 The Tim es 8th April.
*3 B ovill's address, dated 6th April G3390 GM.
*4 Address dated 4th April G339 3 GM. ...
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D israeli's m easure since it deprived freeholders in the boroughs of their  
county vote "and would thereby have disfranchised the m ost Independent 
portion of the County E lectors. " As an "Advanced Liberal" he favoured 
lowering still further the qualifications for the vote in both the boroughs 
and counties. *^
Campbell had come forward again in response to a requisition signed by
over sixty liberal e lectors. He accepted the invitation particularly as
it was in his own words, "based upon a pledge made to me by the Liberal
Party on the occasion of my retiring at the la st election in favour of Mr.
2Onslow".* The Gazette agreed.that he had "strong claim s" on the liberal
electors because of the "handsome manner" of his previous withdrawal,
and with Ross Mangles in charge of Campbell's campaign, the paper looked
' 3
forward to the election of two Liberals for Guildford. * The West Surrey
Tim es anticipated "an exceedingly c lose  contest" between Campbell and
' 4
Bovill, remarking that Onslow's seat "is considered perfectly  safe . "*
But the split within the Liberal camp from the la st election still  rem ained.
Campbell commented:
"in the progress of my canvass I have been repeatedly  
m et with the objection that I have com e to Guildford 
to divide the Liberal interest , and thus to endanger the 
cause we have all so much at heart. "*5
He answered "these unfounded statements" by reproducing correspondence
between h im self and Onslow exchanged before canvassing had begun. In a
letter  dated 14th A pril, Campbell had offered to act in concert with his
Liberal rival in endeavouring to secure both Guildford seats for the party.
Onslow replied that although personally willing to do anything in his power
to extend the Liberal in terest in the Borough, he had placed h im self entirely
in the hands of his Committee and friends. -
"They have well considered the propriety of our acting 
in concert and have come to the conclusion, by a large  
m ajority , that we must have separate and distinct 
com m ittees."
Onslow added: "it is  the opinion of my com m ittee, that the chances of su ccess  
of a second Liberal candidate against Mr. B o v ill , are decidedly unfavourable; 
and th is, I was informed, had been already pointed out to you. " Given the
*1 Address dated 14th April G3389 GM. „
*2 Ibid. ’ ...
*3 Gazette 19th April.
*4 Tim es 9th April.
*5 Hand-out dated 23rd Api'll G3387 GM.
strength of B ovill's position, it seem s likely  that Onslow was personally  
anxious to avoid a contest which he regarded both as a futile expense and 
as a potential threat to his own seat. Campbell concluded:-
"I had firm ly resolved to persevere in the contest 
with a view of securing the two seats for the Liberal 
Candidates, notwithstanding the industrious attempts 
which have been made to show that Mr. Onslow's 
position is  thereby endangered, but should Mr.
Onslow's supporters continue their unjust crusade 
against m e, my only alternative will be the adoption 
of an independent course of action. "*1
But three days la ter  Campbell was forced to admit there was no prospect
of the L iberals making a clean-sw eep in Guildford. For this he blamed
local party disunity.
"Mr. Onslow and his supporters having refused . . . 
to make common cause with m e for the accomplishment 
of this glorious objective, and there being evidently 
a strong general disincination to disturb the present 
happy arrangement of one Liberal and one Conservative 
m em ber representing your Borough, I fee l it would 
be ungenerous in me to interfere with such an 
arrangem ent, and sow disunity among the Liberal 
E lectors of Guildford; and therefore . . . I have 
decided on retiring from the present contest, and 
thereby giving a quiet walk-over to the present 
m em bers. "*2
This in-fighting amongst the L iberals encouraged a section of the-Borough1 s 
Conservatives to try and sponsor a second candidate of their own. An 
"independent Elector" claim ed William J. Evelyn had been approached once 
m ore to contest the election. Apparently Evelyn had m et the town's 
leading Conservatives when, said the w riter,
"doubtless the chances of Victory or Defeat were fully  
discussed and the non-appearance of Mr. Evelyn in 
the field may be taken as satisfactory proof that it 
was considered his changes of su ccess was meagre 
indeed. "*3
A Conservative E lector, whilst not refuting that Evelyn had been approached
4denied that such a m eeting had discussed the la tter 's p rosp ects.*  No 
reason for E velyn 's refusal to stand was given, yet it could not have been 
unconnected with the fact that Onslow had defeated him at the bye-election  
only six  months previously. Another suitable Conservative candidate
*1 Ibid. j
*2 P oster  dated 26th April G3388 GM.
*3 P oster dated 28th April GM.
*4 P o ster  dated 30th April Givf.
could not be found. A requisition to W. W. Addington, a m agistrate of 
Albury, did bring that gentleman post-haste to Guildford from a stay in 
Devon, but on arrival he quickly found there was no rea listic  hope of 
su ccess . Supporters of both Bovill and Campbell denied any part in 
promoting his candidature.*'*’
These events did not stim ulate any in terest in the contest amongst the
town’s voters. In m id-April the Gazette commented on the lack of public
2
excitem ent or signs that an election was c lose  at hand in the Borough.* 
Sim ilarly the West Surrey Times remarked:
"We never rem em ber a period when the prospects of 
a general election were received with le s s  favour or 
attended with le s s  excitem ent than the present. "*3
On a national level the situation seem s to have been much the sam e. The
Annual R egister made no comment on the election, whilst Jephson m akes
4no mention of any of the is su e s . * Yet despite this apparent relative  
tranquility, the Tim es reported that the "General Election is  said to 
surpass all its pred ecessors in profligacy . 11 The paper complained of w ide­
spread system atic corruption:-
"The candidate placards the walls and goes about making 
speeches to boozy e lectors. Meanwhile the real work 
is  done in back parlours by men who don't make long 
speeches and scarcely  allude to political differences.
In this quiet way transactions are concluded as large as 
those which are done in the parlour of the Bank of 
England. In one way-or another, in this General E lection,
- in treating, expenses and sheer bribery - it is  estim ated  
that there will be spent - m ost sinfully and perniciously  
spent - at lea st a m illion sterling. "*5
l^e election  -was somewhat overshadowed by the outbreak of the Branco- 
Austrian war in Italy. The question of "PEACE OR WAR" as the Tim es 
dram atically put it, superseded the problem s of Reform and Church Rates
g
as the chief cause for concern.* The Tim es probably reflected  the feelings  
of m ost people in the country when it a sserted  that Britain should remain  
neutral. At the Guildford E lection, Joseph Hockley in proposing Onslow 
said that the "true policy of the country is  one of non-intervention. "*
*1 Ibid Addington was a grandson of 1st Viscount Si dm outh
*2 Gazette 19th April,.
*3 Tim es 23rd April.
*4 Jephson op cit p. 401.
*5 The Tim es 27th April.
*6 Ibid 30th April.
*'7 vSlnndnrd 3rd Mmv.
On the Conservative side, Bovill stressed  that his party could be relied  
upon to continue its policy of peace and retrenchment. Nomination day for 
West Surrey saw sim ilar  sentim ents expressed . B riscoe , though sym pathetic  
to Italy because of Austrian oppression, argued England should observe a 
policy of str ict neutrality. Henry Drummond asserted  that Britain should 
go to war only if Malta, Gibraltar or Belgium were attacked.*"^
In 1859, both elections at Guildford were not contested. In view of the 
General Election just two years previously, and particularly the Borough 
contest only six  months before, this situation was hardly surprising.
Apart from foreign affairs, the issu es m ost frequently mentioned were 
those of national defence and Reform. Bovill spoke of the government's 
Reform Bill as being " an im m ense gain" for the country, whilst Drummond 
warned against reform  proposals which sim ply aimed to make the landed 
in terest subservient to the manufacturing c la s se s .*  Drummond also  
approved of the nation's defences being "m assively increased " a feeling  
shared by his opposite number B riscoe, who.said he was glad to see  the 
M ilitia being embodied and the Channel fleet strengthened. The 
Conservative representatives referred as well to the them es which Lord 
Derby had harked on - the decline of the two party system  and the factious 
attitude of the opposition. Bovill denounced R u ssell's resolution as m erely  
a party move; Drummond called for m ore co-operation between factions 
in the Commons to ensure steady government. *
As a result of the General Election, the Conservatives increased  their
strength by som e thirty sea ts , ten le s s  than they needed for an absolute
m ajority. Briggs em phasises how the parties regrouped on the issu e
4of Italian unification. * The Conservatives and the Court inclined towards 
Austria, whilst Palm erston, R ussell and Gladstone all sym pathised with the 
Italians. With the opposition thus having acquired a sense of unity, the 
government was defeated on a motion of confidence and Palm erston becam e 
leader of an administration which included R ussell and Gladstone. His 
cabinet contained only three men without t it le s . The West Surrey T im es,
*1 Tim es 3rd May.
*2 Ibid.
*3 Standard 3rd May. - •
*4 Briggs op cit p. 424.
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its  dissatisfaction at this monopoly by the great Whig fam ilies. The new
administration, however,was "infinitely preferable" to Lord Derby's 
1
M inistry.* Even the Tory Standard found reassurance from the composition
of the new cabinet, describing it "as one of the best practical jokes which
has been heard of for som e tim e".* The Gazette found itse lf  dazzled by
by "the galaxy of talent . . .
Rarely has such an im posing array of names and 
persons been m ustered under any m in istry ," said 
the paper. "The composition of the new government 
is  so strong that it would seem  absurd to hint at the 
possib ility  of failure. "*3
In fact P alm erston's administration was to last longer than any since that '
of Liverpool earlier  in the century.
Tim es 25th June.
*2 Gazette 28th June.
*3 Standard 18th June.
d) The 1865 Guildford Election
As far as the Surrey p ress was concerned in 1859, the topics which 
provoked the m ost discussion and correspondence were not those related  
to the General E lection, Reform or the change of government, but those  
concerned with the invasion scare  and the creation of Rifle Corps. The 
outbreak of hostilities between France and Austria in April led  to 
speculation about a possib le war involving Britain. A general fear arose  
that Napoleon III was embarking on a policy to reverse  the territoria l 
arrangements of 1815.*^ Iienry Drummond took a leading role in calling  
for the creation of Volunteer Rifle Corps to help counter the threat of an 
invasion. His eight page booklet on the subject, which envisaged France 
as the potential aggressor concluded:
"If one m illion rifle m uzzles line the hedges between 
the coast and London, any invader will think twice 
before he makes his appearance . . .  All England 
should glisten with.bayonets, not for taking part in 
quarrels of foreign sta tes, but for driving back the tide 
of war from our own shores. Standing arm ies may 
tempt our rulers to meddle in continental strife but 
m ilitia  and volunteers can only be used for se lf-d efen ce ."*2 .
Whilst endorsing the need for sound defences, the West Surrey Tim es did
not see  Rifle Corps fulfilling that function. •
"The invasion cry we regard as pure absurdity,"  
stated the paper -"it has been ringing in our ears 
at intervals, for years past - and what is  m ost .
singular it generally predominates at such periods 
when a concession of popular rights is  sought for.
'Reform' and 'Invasion' appear to be contemporary 
term s - and this fact is  sufficient to create doubt and 
suspicion as to the real m otives of those who give 
Currency to these periodical c r ie s . "*3
It is  difficult to see , how ever, how the situation can be justifiably interpreted
as a deliberate gambit by right-wing elem ents to thwart Reform , as the
journal im p lies. In the first place the prospects for the governm ent's B ill
being accepted by the Commons were never bright, regardless of any
invasion scare . The Conservative party as a whole was reluctant to concede
any m easure of Reform and the L iberals were not exactly enamoured with
the very lim ited range of the proposed changes. Ironically, amongst the
* 1 Cambridge Modern H istory Vol XI p . 332.
*2 Quoted by Tim es 21st May.
*3 Ibid.
Surrey p ress , the B ill found favour with the Tory Standard - the paper 
which was a lso  the m ost alarm ist about an invasion. N either were the 
rumours of war restricted  to this country: French shopkeepers at St. Malo 
scram bled to get the large English colony to settle their accounts. *^ The 
whole "conspiracy theory" im plied by the West Surrey Tim es may have 
been inspired by the fact that at the tim e of the previous invasion panic in 
1852, R ussell had been putting forward proposals for Reform which 
floundered in the face of general indifference.
The mania for Rifle Corps, associated with these scares , was more w ide­
spread and long lasting in i859 than 1852. An initial m eeting to establish  
such a body of volunteers took place at Guildford in early June. Henry 
Drummond referred to France, as " the m ost m ilitary people in Europe" . 
Guildford Onslow, however , d ism issed  the threat from France as unreal,
but, acknowledging it was the wish of the country to establish Corps, he
2
supported the local m ovem ent.* The Standard's ideas on defence went
rather beyond the sim ple raising of volunteers. The paper demanded a
m ilitia of 150,000 and an elaborate defence for London. "Let the fortifications
3
connected with it cost 50, aye, a 100 m illions if you will,"* the paper
declared. (The annual national expenditure at this tim e did not norm ally
exceed £70 m illion .) The Rifle movement itse lf , continued on strongly into
the autumn. In a panegyric on 29th October, the Standard concluded:
"Every rifle  that rings in an English valley  is heard 
in the m ost luxurious r ec esse s  of the T u illeries. It *
is borne on the wings of the p r e ss , and day after day 
Louis N apoleon.sees rising before him a new obstacle, 
a fresh difficulty. Clubs are sw elling into Corps; 
companies are m assing into regim ents . ... "
In November Drummond published a twenty page pamphlet on the possib ility
of a French invasion, along with detailed suggestions of how such an attack
could be defeated. He wanted, for instance, all troops to be withdrawn from
4
India back to England. * A Rifle Club was also  created at Albury, where 
Drummond lived , for the Hundred of Blackheath. * ® With "rifle fever" s t ill  
raging a second m eeting was held at Guildford in early Decem ber, at which 
Bovill delivered an especially  virulent anti-French speech. Having got a
*1 Woodward op cit p . 283.
*2 Gazette 7th June.
*3 Standard 2 3rd July.
*4 Tim es 19th Novem ber.
*5 Ibid 26th November.
in iie  wurKea up aooux xne «uu years of anim osity shown towards England
by France, Bovill pledged to enroll all seven m ale m em bers of his fam ily
in the Guildford Corps, and with Drummond, led the .list of subscribers
1
to the organisation's fund, with a donation of £2 5. * At its peak, the
Guildford Corps attracted over 90 m em bers, plus £394 in donations and
£71 in annual subscriptions. . But by the end of 1859, the panic over an
invasion had virtually died away. Guildford Onslow therefore took the
Opportunity to resign his.post- as V ice-P resident of the Blackheath Rifle.
Club, arguing that the movement incited ill-fee lin g  and aggression  in 
2
France.*  Back in August the Gazette had already pointed out to its
*
readers that the French armed forces had been reduced to a peace footing. *' 
Any final uncertainties were dispelled by Gladstone's support for an Anglo- 
French com m ercial treaty.
During the controversy over the Rifle Clubs, the West Surrey Tim es had
made clear its basic objection to such organisations:
"Their effect w ill assuredly be to divert the public 
mind from the consideration of those m easures of 
Social and P olitical reform which are so much needed 
at the present tim e. "*4
At the beginning of 1860, the paper appealed in vain for agitation to further
"the glorious battle of P olitical Reform . "* The Gazette reported:
"it is  a current remark that Reform we must and 
shall have, but that nobody cares a jot about the 
m atter . . . Nobody seem s to feel any real or great .
in terest in the question. "*6
Apathy, said the paper, arose from the peoples' general expectation that
a m easure of reform would be carried without a struggle. Guildford was
m ore concerned than m ost p laces with what the term s of the B ill would
be. It was even rumoured in the town that the borough boundary was
.7to be extended to include Godalming. * When R u ssell's  plans w ere . 
revealed . the West Surrey Times could only describe them as a "blank 
disappointment'.'* The County franchise was to be lowered to £1 0 , the
*1 Ibid 3rd Decem ber.
*2 Ibid 31st December.
*3 Gazette 2nd August.
*4 Tim es 24th December.
*5 Ibid 7th January 1860.
*0 Gazette 13th January.
*7 The Tim es 28th January.
*8 Ibid 3rd March.
Borough one to £6 / whilst twenty-five boroughs including Guildford, 
were to lo se  one MP. "A m ilder and more moderate m easure could 
scarcely  be conceived" the paper.asserted - it was not a "Reform Bill" 
but sim ply an acceptable means of extending the fran ch ise . *  ^ The journal 
objected to the lack of the ballot and felt that Guildford's wealth, justified  
the retention of both her representatives. The Gazette felt that the 
"moderate scope and extrem e sim plicity" of the B ill would enable it to be 
passed. * The Standard remarked on the "absolute indifference" of the 
Country towards the proposals.*  The West Surrey Tim es was forced to 
admit there had been no enthusiastic m eetings or petitions in favour of the
B ill, and belatedly began to emphasi se  the moderation of the m easure as a
-4- • ' :
m erit.*  The lack of interest in the Bill was a lso  taken as a sign that
5
people regarded its provisions as being "manifestly right and reasonable". *
No tears were shed when the B ill was finally withdrawn in June. Another
sign that political passions were not running high, at lea st in West Surrey,
was provided by the L iberals' failure to mount a challenge to the Tories
On Henry. Drummond's death in February. George Cubitt, a m agistrate
6
and land-owner from Dorking, was elected unopposed. * The West Surrey 
Times mentioned the enormous expense involved and the possib ility  of a 
general election in the near future as factors contributing to this situation. 
But the paper mainly blamed the L iberals'poor organisation for the lack  
of any contest. "Unmarshalled and disunited" they had been "caught 
napping". The formation of a West Surrey Liberal Association was therefore  
proposed as a m atter of urgency.*
At the first of what was to become an annual m eeting for his borough 
constituents, Guildford Onslow reviewed the course of recent politica l 
events. * He condemned the "foul murder" of the B ill to abolish the paper . 
duty by the House of Lords , and praised Gladstone's Treaty with F rance. 
The Reform Bill he called " a m ere humbug" because of its failure to 
enfranchise the working c la sse s  and to disenfranchise the rotten boroughs.
*1 Ibid 10th March.
*2 Gazette 9th March.
*3 Standard 3rd March.
*4 Tim es 17th March.
*5 Ibid 21st April.
*6 In 1873, Cubitt's property of 3,687 acres was worth a gross estim ated  
rental of £4,693 (W. E. Baxter op cit).
*7 Tim es 10th March.
*8 Ibid 27th October.
xiic iicuntj ui u an uaiu i, wno ne canea ' tne good, the great and the brave”
was received with "raptuOus applause". Unaminous support for G aribaldi's
attempt to overthrow the Bourbon government of the Two S ic ilies came
from the Surrey p ress , particularly the Standard which wanted to see  the
1
British fleet standing guard over S ic ily .*  Foreign events continued to
steal the headlines at the beginning of 1861, with the secess ion  of the
Southern States in A m erica . The Surrey p ress was united in expressing
its abhorrence of slavery , thoughthe Standard was more sympathetic, to
2the rights of the south to secede than were its liberal counter-parts.*,,
Collections for re lie f in Lancashire were made in Guildford, when hardship
- 3resulted from the lack of Am erican cotton.*
After 1863 there was le s s  general satisfaction with R ussell and P alm erston's 
foreign policy. Over both the problem of the Polish  rebellion against 
Russia in 1863, and the long dispute about Schleswig and H olstein between 
Denmark and P ru ssia , the M inisters made the sam e m istake of using 
threats which they could not carry out. * Over Poland the government 
escaped local critic ism  despite great sympathy in Guildford with Poland's 
plight. Though a Borough m eeting took place in support of the P o les , both -
5
L iberals and Tories in the town favoured a policy of non-intervention. *
The M inistry did not get off so lightly, however, over the Schlesw ig- 
Holstein question. Whereas the West Surrey Tim es felt that the decision  
not to send assistance to Denmark would be generally approved of, since
no English int erests were directly at stake, the Standard em phasised how
. • 0
Denmark was led to believe she would not stand alone if P ru ssia  attacked. *
Subsequently the West Surrey Tim es admitted that it had been taking an •
unpopular line in stressin g  how Denmark’s aggression had precipitated the 
7c r is is .*  Guildford Onslow who argued that the Danes would not have got
involved in a disastrous war had the advice of the British government been 
8taken.* The Standard disagreed, and even.at the end of Novem ber was
9
still referring to Denmark as "our forsaken and betrayed a lly" .*  Yet 
despite this controversy foreign affairs were barely mentioned at the
*1 Standard 19th May.
*2 Standard-2 5th May 1861.
*3 Ibid 8th November 1862.
*4 Woodward op cit p. 302.
*5 Standard 25th July and Times 3rd and 31st October.
*6 Tim es 13th February and Standard 5th July.
*7 Tim es 6th August.
*8 Ibid 5th November.
*9 Standard 29th November.
1865 Guildford E lection. From the Whig's point of view, diplomatic 
short-com ings were more than compensated for  by the country’s non­
involvem ent in any external war. * V
On the issu e  of R eform / the administration found itse lf  alienating som e of
its m ore radical supporters. When R ussell spoke of public satisfaction
with the Act of 1832, the West Surrey Times denounced the governments
"treachery" although it admitted there would be "great difficulty" in
passing a com prehensive Reform Bill.
"We warn the people, " said the paper, "that they 
have few friends in the House of Commons and 
that they must fight the battle of reform out of 
doors, if they deem it worth contending for. "*3
The government as such, complained the journal, has proposed no reform s
4  '
at all; it is  "without a policy and without a follow ing".* The situation
was little  changed in 1862. The West Surrey Tim es asserted  that the only
issu es  which people cared about were the franchise and Church R ates.
Locally this latter problem , while still in the process of being resolved
by Parliam ent, does not seem  to have been a source of as much controversy
as it had been in the past . With no distractions abroad or turbulence at
home, the journal felt that it Was an opportune moment for the question of
Reform to be tackled. * Guildford Onslow also  provided a tim ely rem inder
to the government of radical feeling, at his annual constituency meeting:
"We want Reform in Parliament; we want Reform at .
Elections; we want Reform in our political relations 
with foreign powers; a Reform in the Franchise; a 
Reform in the public expenditure which is cramping 
the energies of the people and destroying the industry, 
of the people. "*6
The Standard in contrast argued that the £10 franchise in many towns "is as
absolutely a household franchise as the m ost fervid of reform ers could 
7
desire."* Interest in reform revived in early 1864, with proposals by 
Locke King and Edward Baines to reduce the County Franchise to £10 and 
the Borough qualification to £6 . This latter m otion was defeated by 56 vo tes , 
but the debate was notable for Gladstone’s public statement on Reform , when 
he "ventured" to say:
*1 Gazette 15th July.
*2 . Tim es 9th February 1861
■*3 Ibid 23rd February .
*4 Ibid 4th May.
*5 Tim es 1st March 1862. /
*6 " Ibid 25th October.
*7 Standard 28th Novem ber[
" E v e r y , man who is  not presumably incapacitated 
by som e consideration of personal unfitness or of 
political danger, is  m orally entitled to come within 
the pale of the constitution. "*1
This pronouncement gave radical agitation outside Parliam ent a significant
im petus.* The Standard argued that "in the utter madness of Reform in
tim e for a general election:
"Something that should sound like universal suffrage, 
but should not commit the m inisters to anything 
definite, was the article required and we must all 
admit that Mr. Gladstone supplied it. "*3
Briggs asserts:
"The revival of interest in reform from the doldrums 
of 1860 owed much to two external forces - the 
American War and the v isit of Garibaldi to England 
in 1864 . . . It is  true to say that the two events taken 
together quickened the demand for a new upsurge in 
English p o litics. "*4
Briggs argues that to Bright and a section of the articulate working c la ss ,
the only real issu e  of the Civil War was that of freedom versu s slavery,
with Bright being particularly successfu l in relating the Am erican conflict
to the English domestic struggle for R eform . Such com parisons do not
seem  to have been made in West Surrey. Although the West Surrey Tim es
decribed the situation in Am erica as being "fraught with interest" for
Britain, the paper was more concerned about A m erica's future influence
in foreign affairs and above all with the country's cotton supply, than .with
- 5 'the question of the slave trade. * M oreover; Guildford's own radical
representative never followed Bright's example in drawing any parallel
between the situations in Am erica and Britain. At his constituency m eeting
in October 1863, Onslow spoke in favour of the Northern states from an
anti-slavery point of view , but made no allusions to the Reform struggle
6 fat the sam e t im e .*
Garibaldi's v is it , thinks B riggs, "was-in som e ways of a great importance
to English radicalism  as the Civil War". Indirectly it led  to the formation
7
of the Reform League, after Garibaldi's v is it  had been cut sh ort.*  The
*1 Ibid 14th May 1864. : “  "
*2 Briggs op cit p. 492.
*3 Standard 14th May.
*4 Briggs op cit p 494.
*5 Tim es 26th January 1861.
*6 Ibid 31st October 1863.
*7 Briggs op cit p. 495,
Standard rightly blamed the Whigs for behind the scenes p ressu res on 
Garibaldi to le a v e /  after political "indiscretions on his part" though the 
Gazette complained of this "absurd story" manufactured by the Tory p ress  
to discredit the government*^ Identified with the principle of dem ocracy, 
Garibaldi had received a tumultuous reception in London. The West Surrey
Times felt that Guildford should do something to vindicate the right of the
~ “ 2 
Borough "to be esteem ed a liberal appreciating and liberal loving town".*
However, nothing of note was apparently done. L ocally, in fact,there does
not appear to have been any revival of interest in Reform around this time .
The area's two liberal papers did not even report Gladstone's report
statem ent in May. It was only when "the now celebrated Reform speech"
was published some three weeks la ter  that the West Surrey Tim es commented 
3
on it .*  Whilst the paper did not necessarily  report m atters of national
interest verbatim , it was unusual for no observations on the speech to
appear im m ediately in the editorial columns. Although Gladstone h im self
had expressed som e reservations on Reform, • the paper nonetheless
concluded, that he had said enough to bring "a revival of the Reform Cry" at
the next election .*  Yet in common with the rest of the country, such demands
did not m ateria lise  at the 1865 Guildford contest. The renewed concern
about Reform in 1864 of which Briggs speaks, may have existed  amongst
radicals in London and the North, but did not extend to rural Surrey. N either
did Reform  make much headway in P arliam ent! Baines' motion for a £6
borough franchise was again defeated in May 1865, by an in creased  m ajority
of 74. The Standard gave prominence to D israeli's  warning that to extend
the electorate in this way would be like participating in a lottery, with
national ruin a possib le outcom e.* The West Surrey Tim es recognised
how Reform was "an extrem ely awkward question" for the adm inistration.
Having turned out a m inistry on the understanding that a m easure of Reform
would be brought in, the government had singularly failed to live  up to this 
6expectation. *
With the adm inistration's attitude to Reform and handling of foreign policy . 
both in question, Gladstone's financial expertise constituted a valuable source
*1 G azette 29th April.
*2 Tim es 16th April.
*3 Ibid 4th June.
*4 Ibid. :'
*5 Standard 13th May 1865.
*6 Tim es 9th May.
of strength for the government. Not that his budgets escaped critic ism .
In 1861, both the Liberal West Surrey Tim es and the Tory Standard objected
to a cut in income tax being given preference over the repeal of the hop
duty.*'*' When the duty was repealed twelve months la ter , the Standard
Was delighted at the"Glorious N ew s’’ and acclaim ed it as a m easure "worthy
2
of a great free trade Minister."* In 1863, a decrease in tea duty and a 
cut in incom e tax brought great praise from the Gazette - "rarely if ever
has a Chancellor of the Exchequer succeeded so well as Mr. Gladstone
■ 3on this occasion. "* But the Standard felt that "the budget m anifests
• ' ii 4-the usual Whig indifference to the agricultural in terest, * because the
malt tax remained unchanged. The paper levelled  the sam e complaint against
. - 5
the Chancellor’s m easures twelve months la te r . * By: the tim e of the 1865 
budget, a general election was in the offering. This factor would determine 
Gladstone’s m easures, said the Standard , and argued that the abolition of 
the malt tax would be shelved indefinitely, the L iberals relying onthe
’ g  .
great Whig landowners to carry the counties.*  The Whig Gazette a lso
attacked the tax, because of "its im policy, its injustice and its utter
inconsistency with the free trade policy of the country.” The paper could
only express its "unqualified regret" at the attitude of the Liberal Party,
when a motion in favour of repeal was lost by 80 votes. This lack of
action on m alt led  to what the journal described as:
"the humiliating spectacle" of a "free trade m inister  
descending to the very line of argument - to the very  
Same wards - as the opponents of the repeal of the 
Corn L aw s. "*7
Gladstone, said the Standard in sim ilar vein "has m issed  a great opportunity
for benefitting not only the agricultural in terest, but the consum er generally."
The paper was not appeased by another cut in incom e tax and tea duty, since
8such concessions "were not demanded by any large section of the people. "*
With no burning issu e  to the fore by the tim e of the general election in July, 
the su ccessive  reductions in taxation and the general prosperity being  
enjoyed by the country, placed the government in a strong position . Whig 
propaganda at the Guildford contest em phasised "the substantial p rogress
*1 Times. 9th March. 1861 and Standard 4th March.
*2 Ibid 12th April 1862. “ —
*3 Gazette 21st April 1863.
*4 Standard 18th April.
*5 Ibid 14th May 1864. :
*6 Standard 25th April, 1865.
*7 Gazette 14th March and 5th May.
*8 Standard 6th Ma r
m a u c  u , y  m e  ^ u u i h j .  j  n r  w c a x u i  d i i u  p x ' ~ » c > p c i  x u y  U l l U f c J X '  L/iuyrai run;,
(See F ig 17 for example).
When D israeli's  election m anifesto played on people's fears of radical 
changes in Church and State under a new Liberal government, the Gazette 
suggested that this was the only strategy open to.him ,because there was 
no chance of attacking the adm inistration's record on com m erce and 
finance.*^
The "placid condition" of West Surrey in relation to the general election
was remarked on by the Gazette which saw "nO probability" of a contest
occurring. * The.Liberals apparently, did not feel disposed to challenge
George Cubitt and there was general satisfaction with John I. B riscoe
"a very old servant of the county , . . and faithful representative. "* The
West Surrey Tim es had previously questioned whether an expensive contest
was worth while when
"both m em bers are active and zealous in the discharge 
of their duties, supporters of every charitable institution  
in the county , prom oters of agriculture, interested in 
the condition of the labourer and m ost attentive to the 
w ishes of their constituents."*5
The addresses published by the two MPs were even le s s  contentious than
normal. B riscoe asserted  that his political principles rem ained the same;
that he would continue to serve country and local in terests; ana that he
had no personal ambition to gratify, no party politics to pursue. George
Cubitt said he had tried to uphold
"those constitutional principles upon which I sought 
your suffrages and at the sam e tim e to support any 
improvements in the laws rendered necessary  by the 
growing intelligence and changing circum stances of the 
country. "*6
With no contest in the offering, few people were present at the nomination 
for West Surrey, The speeches contained nothing of note, though B riscoe  
did express his opinion that it was unreasonable of people to expect the 
total abolition of the Malt Tax when revenue of £6 m illions a year accrued  
from it. The Gazette observed that it was not a healthy sign for the state
*1 Gazette 6th June.
*2 Gazette 2 3rd May.
*3 Ibid 16th June.
*4 Ibid. ' -
*5 T im es 9th June.
*6 B riscoe's address dated 29th June, Cubitt's 26th June in Gazette 
4th July.
BROTHER ELECTORS, ' .
The eyes not only of the County, but of the whole Country 
are upon you, eager to see in what manner you will exercise 
your franchise. Will you reward your faithful servants, the 
ministers who have so nobly served you, by relieving you of 
millions of taxes—by removing the restrictions that fettered 
trade and commerce—-those to whom yoh owe Cheap Bread, 
unexampled prosperity at home and peace with all foreign na­
tions—those who have boldly and skilfully steered the vessel of 
state through countless perils, and have made England the ad­
miration and the envy of the world,—will you reward your 
faithful servants for their wisdom and courage, and constancy, 
by doing your best to restore them to their office—then vote for
but if you wish for dear Bread, discontent, and increase taxation 
at home, and wars abroad, if you wish to be un rateful for the 
splendid services, and are resolved to dismiss tin crew that have 
•weathered the storm, and in the waveless waters into which they 
have conducted the vessel of state, put on board a Derby Dis­
raeli tish crew, you will do something towards this by voting for
You cannot be ungrateful—then unite on Wednesday in support 
of the great principles for which the Liberals have fought, and 
still must fight, and rallying to the cry of freedom and progress, 
peace and prosperity, be early at the Poll and re-establish your 
character for consistency & sincerity by recording your votes for
MUSEUM
N O T  T O  B E  R E P R O D U C E D  
W I T H O U T  P E R M I S S I O N
of politics in West Surrey for there to have been no contest since 1857.*
But in this walkover in 1865 at lea st, was a reflection of the nationwide 
lack of interest' in a general election which had resulted from the late  
Parliam ent sim ply having run its full course under the constitution. As 
the Annual R egister reported:
11 The General Election of 1865 took place Under 
circum stances of as little  excitem ent as can perhaps 
ever by expected to attend the choosing by a great 
nation of its representative body. It was not in the 
common sense of the term an 'appeal’ to the 
constituencies for there was no prominent question 
or pending controversy which the voters were called  
to decide upon - no definite issu e  to be tried, no 
election 'cry' to stimulate party zeal. "*2
In the Guildford Borough too, the first indications were that no contest 
would occur. Guildford Onslow's supporters undertook to pay all his 
expenses when he declined to stand a contest or to incur arty co sts . The 
A dvertiser wrote:
"A contest is  m ost undesirable, and for no reason  
greater than this - that the Liberal party is  split 
into two sections : the one about four-fifths of the 
whole, thoroughly devoted to Mr. Onslow, but as 
resolutely opposed to a contest; the other, composed  
of the remaining one-fifth who are bent upon trying the 
fortunes of a struggle. The Conservatives are as 
united in action as they invariable are. Why then 
disturb the peace and good-feeling existing in the 
town , when actually no result w ill be achieved? It
would be as difficult to unseat Mr. Bovill for Guildford
as to return a Tory for Rochdale . . . We can honestly
give this advice to the electors of Guildford - Liberal 
and Conservative - 'Be thankful you have two such 
representatives as Guildford Onslow and William  
B ovill'. ”*3
Back in 1864, the West Surrey Tim es had also  felt that a second candidate
from either party would stand "very, little  chance" of su ccess and had blamed
Liberal disunity and lack of organisation for their failure to hold both 
sea ts. ' '
"We have no hesitation in saying that the majority 
of voters are decidedly Liberal in their views; but 
at the sam e tim e there is so large and influential a
*1 Gazette 18th July.
*2 Annual R egister for 1865 p. 153.
*3 Advertiser. 17th June 1865. i
uidss ux v^ uxistji'vcicivtjfc) in me uurougn, mat 
by som e m eans or other they have usually contrived  
to share the representation of Guildford with the 
Liberals,." observed the paper . *1
But the Gazette confirmed the A dvertiser's report of a- "strong feeling"
amongst one section of the L iberals that such a com prom ise should not 
2be allowed. * Consequently William W illm er Pocock "an eminent architect" 
and a W esleyan, living in Guildford, came forward to contest the election.
In-his address, Pocock prom ised to give his "independent support" to 
Palm erston's government, "the m ore hearty if its policy is  increasingly  
liberal and econom ical. "
"From long conviction a steady Reform er, " Pocock  
said, " I should prefer a general m easure extending 
the franchise so as to embrace intelligence and 
numbers as well as property to any p iece-m eal 
legislation; and yet I. would accept an instalm ent 
rather than postpone the entire question to tim es of  
excitem ent. "
He undertook to vote for the "entire and unconditional abolition of Church 
Hates" but was non-com m ittal on the question of the ballot, m erely  rem arking  
that "every elector ought to be in a position to exercise  h is right without 
fear.u(The Gazette mentioned that his view s on the ballot were not "final", 
and Pocock in fact apparently underwent a conversion to the need for secret  
voting during the course of his c a n v a ss .) He also praised both the m in istry 's  
policy of non-intervention in foreign a ffa irs / along with.the establishm ent 
of the Volunteer Force which he felt indicated to others the country's 
determination to defend itse lf. Above a ll, Pocock str.es.sed his desire  to 
see  the country's general prosperity extended "|rom the highest to the 
low est". He concluded:
"I consider the great socia l question of the day to be 
how the m aterial prosperity enjoyed by the higher 
ranks of society  can be brought down t o ,each poor's 
man's cottage. "*3
In his first address, Guildford Onslow expre ssed  his approval of
*1 Times 14th May 1864.
*2 Gazette 16th June 1865.
*3 Address dated 22ndJune in Gazette 4th July.
jraimersxorrs 10reign policy ana as a m em oer 01 tne unurcn 01 Dngiand 
wished to extend "the utmost liberty" to Nonconform ists who come under 
the sam e "glorious banner of Protestantism ". Onslow was proud to have 
been found always in the opposing lobby to the Tories in the Commons, he 
said.
"I Have steadfastly adhered to those Liberal principles 
so ably set forth by that great man, Mr. Gladstone, 
whose wonderful talents are so happily applied, not 
only to financial m easures, but to P olitical Liberty. "*1
William Bovill in his first statem ent cr itic ised  the government for not 
having solved the questions of Reform and Church rates* Having prevented  
the passing of a "useful" Reform Bill and obtained office by defeating it 
the M inistry had abandoned their own B ill without a division, Bovill 
pointed out. M oreover their failure to settle  the Church Rates issu e  had, 
said Bovill, resulted in a "perpetual renewal of anim osity". He praised  
the "energy of the people" for the country's prosperity and Was sympathetic 
to the privations amongst the manufacturing c la sse s  of the North of England 
during the Civil. War, underlining h is own part in the B ill which brought 
them relief. These observations indicated one of the main them es of his 
campaign - that he had always endeavoured to promote the true in terests  
of the working c la sse s . "I trust that the working c la sse s  of Guildford know
i, ' ' 2whether I am their true friend he concluded.*
The Guildford L iberals tried to ensure that the ordinary workers did not 
come to the conclusion that Bovill was hoping for. ( See F ig 18). The 
Compensation for Injuries Bill referred to in the tract was made the subject 
of an "Election Dialogue" between "Jam es Brown"(a pallid looking engineer, 
with his arm in a sling) and ’'John Smith" (a bricklayer, lim ping and stooping 
and using a crutch). Both men in the story had been injured at work as 
a result of their employers' negligence but had received no compensation. 
D iscussion centred on B ovill's opposition to Ayrton's proposals:-
" . . .  Why could he have opposed such a bill? Where 
was his heart?"
"His heart'. Oh his heart'. Where a law yers heart usually  
i s ,  I presume,, in his breeches pocket. "
*1 Address dated 26th June in Gazette 4th July.
*2 Address dated 29th June in Gazette 4th July.
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1 you though? Is he now? He says he is ; but actions speak louder than words. Well, when Mr. 
ill could have acted as the Friend of the Working Classes, how has he shown his love ? By always 
ng against them. Do you show your love to your wives by beating them? Yet that is the way Mr 
ill shows his sympathy with you, by inflicting heavy blows upon you. Let us look at his votes. How 
Mr Bovill vote on the Union Chargeability Bill ?. Against the Boor Man. That -was Blow number 
. How did he act when Mr Locke King brought in his £10 County Franchise .Bill? He paired 
nst i t ; because it was in favour of the Working Classes whom he loves so much. This was Blow 
iber Two. You and I  like good wholesome Beer. Where was the 'Friend of the Working Classes when 
otion was made to abolish the Hop Duty ? Absent! Does such absence make your hearts grow 
er ? ” This was Blow number Three. But all his votes are in the same direction—in favour of the 
ileged few, and against the uncared for, because unrepresented, many. ' I t  looks very well in print to 
himself the true friend of the Working Classes; but old birds are not to be caught with chaff. Mr 
iton—a Liberal, mind you—-brought in a Bill to enable operatives to recover damages from their 
floyers in case of accident. How did Mr.-Bovill the sworn friend of the working classes act on this 
sion? He both spoke and voted against it, and he did not shrink from hiding the truth under chopped 
c. Mr Bovill need not pension his coachman, as he said he would not, if the man was careless ; but 
t is no reason why a poor labouring man should not recover damages if he broke his leg by being sent 
an insecure scaffolding. Mr Bovill has shown Ins love-to the Working Classes by dealing heavy 
,rs against them, and I  say
1 The man who hails you “ Torn ” or “ Jack,”
And proves by thumps upon your back 
How he esteems your m erit; -
Is such a friend that one had need.
Be very much his-friend, indeed,
To pardon or to bear it.
f  in the face of. such facts you vote for Bovill, your ticket should be,
■ -- /  B o v i l l  a n d  H u m b u g ! ! i
you respect yourselves, and care for sincerity, he will not have the vote of anyone who is, like myself,:
"  I W O K K I i a i A I ,
Gun.DroRi), Julg 4th. ' ;
■v / \  " w  on ntl'KUDUUCD
\  WITHOUT PERMISSION
MUSEUM
x3 ul w n a u  u u u i u  xicivt; utJtJii x n a  i i i u i i v e  r
"Nay I know not, unless it were to p lease the rich 
contractors, builders, railway d irectors, employers 
of labour, and fat m illionaires who with lawyers and 
so ld iers , make up the staple Of the House of Commons. M
"Well what was the result?"
"The B ill was lo st, m ainly through his opposition and the 
the law remains as it was - a disgrace to a c iv ilised  
community. "
"Surely no WORKING MAN will vote for Bovill again. "*1
A sim ilar tract took the Union Chargeability B ill as its them e.*  The 
conversation involved an individual from Albury, who knew of a fam ily  
having to walk five m iles to work on a farm. "Cruel and grasping" landlords 
were spoken of, who refused to have cottages on their property or within
3
their parish , so as to avoid the burden of relief in tim es of unem ployment.*
The Chargeability m easure of 1865 proposed to prohibit rem ovals from one
parish to another within the sam e Union and to spread the rate equally over
every parish in that Union. The dialogue em phasised that Bovill voted
against the B ill, whereas Onslow supported it , and Pocock approved of its
intentions. The discussion ends with those concerned g iv ing"three groans
for Mr. Bovill, no longer imagined for a moment to be the Friend of the
Working c la s se s . " The Gazette too did not approve of the im age that
Bovill was projecting - when the latter rode through Guildford in a baker's
cart during his canvass, the paper derided it as " The Man of the People  
4
dodge'.'*
Another poster by "an advanced Liberal" entitled "Bovill and Religious 
Liberty", sought to show the candidate's socia l rem oteness from the
*1 Ibid.
*2 Election Dialogues No 2 GM G3424.
*3 The two main landowners in the Albury area, were Lord P ercy  who
became involved in a controversy over the d ism issa l of h is harness-  
maker in 1866, and Lord Grantley who was accused of providing 
•inadequate cottage accommodation for his labourers in 1884.
*4 Gazette 4th July.
ordinary person.
"Mr. Bovill boasts of giving a hearty support to all 
m easures which tend to secure the real welfare and 
happiness of the people," it said. "When he speaks 
of the people , he means his party and the privileged  
c la sse s  . .'. Mr. Bovill is  not one of us - he belongs 
to the old Tory party - the party opposed to all progress , 
to civ il and relifious freedom . . . Mr Bovill speaks 
of his admiration for the Nonconform ists. Why . then 
did he absent h im self on the second reading of Mr.
Dillwyn’s B ill to enable D issenters to act as trustees  
of Charities and vote against that m easure in Committee?
Mr. Bovill would like to see  the vexed question of 
Church Rates settled  and yet he voted against the 
Church Rate abolition B ill . ... To tack him on to 
Mr. Onslow,, is  to neutralise and nullify the liberalism  
of this ancient and loyal Borough . . ."*1
Apart from attacking B ovill1 s parliamentary record, the L iberals were  
also anxious to promote their own party unity. When Pocok announced 
his .candidature the Tim es reported that " a large section of the Liberal 
Party has prom ised him support but the majority of the L iberals are opposed
n 2to a contest. * As a second-string candidate, it was therefore essen tia l
for Pocock to heal this rift if he was to be su ccessfu l. The Gazette urged
L iberals to follow the good example which the Tories generally set in
3
being com pletely united.* A poster with the caption "United we stand -
Divided we fall" made a sim ilar  appeal. It s tressed  that the Guildford
Liberals would be able to return both of their represent atives "if unanimous
in our action". Liberal electors were called upon to forget "all minor
differences and all m ere personal preferences and feelings!! for the sake 
4
of party unity.* At a campaign m eeting, Pocock was at pains to
em phasise that his candidature did not threaten Guildford Onslow. He was
- 5standing, he said , without the help of any "clique" or sm all c irc le  of friends . *"
The Standard was quick to point out that the m eeting was com posed mainly
of non-electors, and to underline the fact, published a le tter  from an
"unpledged elector" the following week. "A candidate for Parliam entary .
honours," it contended "was never accompanied to the platform by such0 ‘
an uninfluential few. "*
*1 P oster, G. M.
*2 The Tim es 26th June.
*3 Gazette 4th July.
*4 P oster  GM G3429.
*5 Standard 1st July.
*6 Standard 15th July.
The nomination on 9th July was a particularly rowdy affair with the Mayor
"quite unable to control the meeting-.'11** Bovill, proposed by William
Elkins, was called "a model MP" but when Richard Eager (the surgeon)
tried to second the nomination, he was shouted down. Joseph Hockley
proposed Onslow and J. P . B illing (the printer), Pocock, am idst cheers
andhootings. Bovill said he had supported Palm erston's government
"in everything that appeared to him right and proper11 and appealed to the
electors not to "drag the country into democracy and destroy the
constitution". He was opposed to the £6 franchise as it would lead to all
opinions being overborne by the low er c la sse s . Bovill a lso  argued that
his support for cheap beer through his vote for the abolition of the Malt
Tax, showed him to be a friend of the people. Bovill was finally forced
to give up his speech when chaos ensued after he had "sneeringly remarked"
(in relation to the opposition) that it was the first tim e he had seen a
2W esleyan and a Roman Catholic on the sam e platform .* Onslow was content 
to review the achievem ents of the Liberal government, mentioning decreased  
taxation, a reduced debt, a checking of expenditure, a sim plication of the 
Tariff and buoyant trade. Pocock reiterated his view s am idst c r ie s  and 
y e lls , underlining his support for a £G and £10 franchise in the boroughs 
and counties, as well as for the ballot.
Polling on 12th July resulted in the election of Onslow and B ovill, by 333 
and 318 votes, to Pocock's 228. The declaration of the poll was marked 
by disturbances. Mayor Jacob, who had dealt firm ly with the problem  of
3 • ,
the Guys,* was particularly unpopular amongst the town's "roughs".
Consequently whenever, he rose to speak he was drowned "by the m ost
4
insulting ye lls  and hooting". * Bovill too tried in vain for half an hour
to obtain a hearing, despite pleas on his behalf by both other candidates .
Bovill subsequently issued  an address in which he referred to the "shameful"
scenes at the c lose  of the contest.
"it may teach a lesson  to those who advocate the m ere  
low ering of the Franchise" , he contended, "that it may 
be more prudent to extend it in the direction of education 
and intelligence, of prudence and industry, amongst the 
working c lasses" .
*1 Gazette 11th July.
*2 Ibid Pocock was a Wesleyan> while Joseph Fernandez, who seconded
Onslow's nomination was a Catholic. . -
*3 See Section on Guildford Town affairs.
*4 Gazette 15th July.
it was also asserted  that Onslow had only topped the poll through the 
support of various Conservative electors who rea lised  their candidate's 
return was assured .**
Superficially, the pattern of voting supported this latter interpretation f 
with 13% of the electorate splitting between Onslow and Bovill, while 
only 1% divided between Pocock and Bovill. Yet when the record is  
examined of those electors who voted in both 1858 and 1865, it is  apparent 
that m ore L iberals than Conservatives divided across party lin es . From  
1858, 9% of the L iberal and 7% of the Tory voters, supported Onslow and 
Bovill. Confirmation is  provided by com parison with the 1864 Municipal 
contest. Of 73 individuals who had supported all four Conservatives at 
the local Council election, 9% split between Onslow and B ovill. For 135
1
L iberals, the figure was 10%. Sim ilar com parisons underline the Gazettes 
view that a principal cause of Pocock's defeat was his failure to enlist 
the total support of the local party. Of Liberal electors from both the 
previous 1858 election and the 1864 Municipal contest, only two-thirds gave 
Pocock a vote. As many as 11% of the two groups plumped for Onslow alone, 
. with another 5% and 8% respectively  switching to the C onservatives. The 
Gazette alleged that Bovill had "bought'' support amongst the town's trad es­
men through his custom . MThe gratitude of the till and the counter 
m ilitated against the claim s of political principle and overcam e party 
consistency."* But voting patterns do not substantiate th is  charge. 
Compared with the previous three-cornered contest of 1857 in which Bovill 
had been involved, his share of the vote amongst the reta ilers actually  
fell 1%. In contrast, amongst the gentlemen and the.professions, B ov ill's  
support increased by 10% and 16% respectively . The shopkeepers, indeed, 
were the only occupational group to favour Pocock to Bovill. Since the 
chief difference between the platforms of these two candidates lay in their  
attitudes towards Reform, Bovill's easy victory gives som e indication of 
the relatively low leve l at which feelings over the issu e  were running in 
the Borough. In fact the town's L iberals attacked Bovill, not on his 
attitude towards the £6 franchise, but on his pretensions to represent the 
working-man. On this score at least, they seem  to have succeeded. 
Compared with 1857, B ovill's vote was down 10% amongst the group of 
sem i- and unskilled w orkers, 'and, 14% down amongst the craftsm en.
*1 Address dated 13th July in Gazette 18th July.
*2 Gazette 18th July.
Table 4B.voting.py occupational and so c ia l m a ss  m 1365 (P ercen tages)
Occupational Class 
Bovill Onslow Pocock
Class 1 
Gentlemen
53 30 17
Higher P rofessions - -
Capitalists & the Rich - -
C lass 2
All P rofessions
45 34 21
Subprofessions - - - :
Moderately Wealthy - -
C lass 3 36 37 27
R etailers (30 38 32)
Petty Entrepreneurs (46 33 21)
C lass 4
Craftsmen
C lerical
33 39 28
C lass 5 33 41 26
Labour
Social 'biass'” 
Bovill Onslow Pocock
54
42
33
30
33
30
35
38
41
41
16
23
29
29
26
In the country as a whole, no particular issu e  cam e to the fore either.
The Tim es reported:
"in one important point, the contest now raging in 
our counties and towns differs very remarkedly from • 
all form er contests in our tim e. There really  is  no 
question to go to the country upon. There is  absolutely  
no quarrel about persons or things. There is  no •
government under notice to quit for want of public 
confidence; there is  no m easure waiting the verdict . 
of the electors; there is  no great wrong to be righted, 
no grievance to be rem edied, no greatly suffering c la ss  
to be lifted  out of the m ire and relieved of its  burdens.
Nobody is  asking for protection, or refusing it to 
others. The opposition was never at such a lo ss  
what to say. "*1
Sim ilarly the Gazette observed that the No Popery cry and denunciation
of Baines' B ill "did not stand instead of a policy and hardly sufficed as
2
a principle" for the opposition to go to the country on1.1* The L iberals
pointed, out the paper, had a far more tangible case: in six  years over
£11 m illions of indirect taxation had been rem itted annually; incom e tax
*1. The Times 3rd July.
*2 Gazette 18th July.
had been decreased by £7|- m illions; and the national debt had been
reduced by som e £18 to £19 m illions. M oreover the treaty with France
which the Conservatives had opposed had resulted in trade between the two
countries doubling in value. The Gazette thus did not find it surprising
that the reaction in favotir of the Conservatives predicted by the Tory
p ress had not m aterialised . Instead, P alm erston's Ministry had gained
som e twenty sea ts . The result was naturally an intense disappointment
to the Standard which had been anticipating "a considerable conservative
m ajority in the next parliament".*^ The journal complained that the
government's "wretched diplomacy" on.the Danish question had only
been appreciated by the educated c la s se s , whilst "the alm ost equal weakness
and vacillation" over the problem of the Confederate cru isers had sim ilarly
2not been understood by electors in m ost Boroughs.* At Guildford, only
the Liberal candidates mentioned foreign affa irs, and then it was to applaud
3the government's policy of non-involvement in conflicts abroad. * The
Standard concluded its election post-m ortem  with the prediction:
"A short life  if not a m erry one, is  the fate of this 
Parliam ent. The Parliam ent of 1865 .must receive its . •
fatal legacy, a Reform B ill. And that bill must shatter  
the monstrous coalition (including Palm erston,
Gladstone and radicals like John Stuart Mill) which 
has given the liberals an increased majority in the 
face of a decided Conservative reaction. "* 4
In fact, Palm erston's death in October was to intervene and prepare the
way for a new period of open p o litics, although a Liberal sp lit over the
issu e  of Reform did indeed follow.
*1 Standard 30th May.
*2 Standard 2 9th July .
*3 Onslow's andP ocock's addresses op cit.
*4 Standard 2nd September.
e) The 1866 Guildford Election
Although the question of Reform had been in no way pre-em inent at the 
1865 General E lection, the issu e  quickly came to the fore during the months 
following P alm erston’s death. At the beginning of Decem ber, the Gazette 
considered the problem :-
"Much must after all depend upon the feeling exhibited 
in reference to this matter by the country at large.
Of late that feeling has m ost certainly not been strongly  
indicated in favour of such a m easure . . . although the 
necessity  of som e extension of the franchise has been 
admitted alm ost universally. We presum e the first  
step to be taken will be . . .  to ascertain  how far the 
feeling of the country has progressed  in favour of Reform  
since the question was shelved by the apathy or the 
opposition of the Old House, influenced by the country 
at la r g e ."*1
The Gazette was chiefly concerned that the government’s attitude would 
be too tim id. Two speeches increased the paper anxiety. When R u ssell 
stated:
"I consider it w ill be our duty to introduce a m easure which 
in our opinion w ill improve the representation and is  
lik ely  to obtain the assent of Parliament" the Gazette 
observed, "it is  difficult to avoid the conclusion that 
the prom ised Reform Bill w ill be of a very lim ited  
character. "*2
Sim ilarly, the Queen's speech led  the journal to fear that the m in istry 's
3
proposals would prove to be of a "mild and hesitating character".*
The Standard on the other hand, hoped that Reform would be postponed once 
m ore, *^ and warned:
"We believe that new concessions w ill only be used as a 
’leverage’ for obtaining further advances and that the 
greatest caution w ill be required in agreeing even to 
what is  called a moderate m easure, should that be the 
character of the B ill proposed. "*5 '
Finally, leaving aside redistribution for future consideration, Gladstone
proposed the reduction of the borough franchise to £7 and of the County
franchise to £14 householders - a more moderate m easure than R u ssell's
*1 Gazette 1st Decem ber. 
*2 Ibid 23rd January 1866.
*3 Ibid 13th February.
*4 Standard 3rd February .
*5 Ibid 10th February.
.mu ox xouu. we are really  quite at a loss"  said the Standard, "whether 
to treat Mr. Gladstone's Reform Bill as a serious danger or as a laughable 
episode"*'*' Yet the paper could still find objection to the £7 franchise, 
demanding,
"Are we or are we not to hand over the government 
of the country to the working c la sse s  in the towns, 
subject only to such influence, good or bad, as may 
be brought to bear upon them by their more wealthy 
neighbours? "*2
Taking the Boroughs as a whole, the w orking-classes would have in fact
remained in a num erical m inority, which led to the Gazette describing
3the result of the proposals as being "not altogether satisfactory" .*
At an enthusiastic m eeting in Guildford in support of the m easures, Joseph
4Hockley expressed the feelings of those presen t.*
"it is  true that the B ill fa lls very short of our 
expectations, but it would be w orse than folly to 
be lukewarm or indifferent to it on that account.
Let us take what we can get, and in due season we 
shall be able to compel payment of the whole debt.
Notwithstanding its shortcom ings, the B ill is  an 
honest step in the path of p r o g r ess , and w ill bring 
us much nearer to the Ballot, Triennial Parliam ents 
and such other m easures as are absolutely right and 
n ecessary  to make the House of Commons what the 
constitution intended, a full, fair and free represent­
ation of the People. If the M inisterial B ill be so  
w orth less,"  he said "why do the Tories oppose it 
so fiercely  ? " •
"This m eeting, " stated a final resolution, "cordially 
accepts the B ill now before the House of Commons, 
as an honest and valuable instalm ent of Reform, and 
confides in the present government to follow it up 
by such m easures that the industry, intelligence and 
property of the country may be fairly represented in 
the leg isla ture. "*5
For the Gazette, the debates on the Franchise
"unequivocally established . . .  how little  real desire  
for an extension of the franchise or indeed for Reform  
in any shape, ex ists on the Conservative side of the 
House. "*6
The paper failed to mention the opposition of Robert Lowe and a group
*1 Ibid 17th March.
*2 Ibid 24th April.
*3 Gazette 16th March.
*4 A dvertiser 14th A pril..
*5 Ibid.
* 6 Gazette 2 4 th Ap r i l .
of som e thirty L iberals -" th e  Adullam ites". When an Adullamite motion 
in favour of a narrower rating franchise instead of a rental qualification  
was carried  by 315 votes to 304, R ussell resigned. Derby and D israeli 
once m ore returned to power. The Standard declared: -
"There is  a great opportunity open to Conservatives 
of all ranks and shades, Whigs and Tory, to join 
in the defence of our common institutions; but to do 
s o w c  must throw overboard onr personal predilections, 
we must give office to m en who have been in the Cave 
of Adullam . "*1
Derby, however, was not successfu l in persuading any L iberals to join
his adm inistration. Bovill, Guildford's Conservative representative,
was appointed to office as Solicitor General, thus necessitating his
resignation. Under normal circum stances his re-election, probably would
not have been opposed, but as the Gazette remarked, "a totally different
feeling" now pervaded the country from the apathy when the la st Reform
2Bill had been lo st. * M oreover, resentm ent had been aroused amongst 
L iberals in the Surrey - Hampshire area by the opposition mounted at 
W inchester against Bonham-Carter who had taken office as Lord of the 
Treasury under the Whigs . A llegedly the aim of not allowing him a walkover
3
had been to prevent Carter from voting on R eform .* Consequently a . 
determined campaign was launched against B ovill's re-election .
A poster was issued  to answer the charge of want of courtesy in mounting 
such opposition. •
"There would be little  weight in this even in 
ordinary tim es" it was argued, "but when it is  
recollected  that this is  the first opportunity that 
the Reform Party have had of expressing their  
feelings on the all-im portant topic of the extension  
of the franchise, no true reform er can refuse to 
support the Liberal candidate; independently of the 
conduct of the Tory Party opposing m em bers of the 
late Parliam ent, on their appointment to offices under 
the Crown. "*4
Another poster called for opposition to Bovill because the la tter  had 
opposed "every M easure of P rogress and Reform" (See F ig. 19 ) A 
"sonnet" was published which took a sarcastic  look at B ovill's c la im s for  
support - his help for the local hospital, charities, schools, Institute and 
Volunteer Corps, was set against his opposition to w orking-class aspirations
*1 Standard 23rd June.
*2 Gazette 1 st May.
*3 Standard 10th July.
*4 P oster  G3118 GM.
FIG. 19 ANTI-CONSERVATIVE GUILDFORD ELECTION POSTER, 1866
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.R,—On tlio second reading of Mr. Hadfield’s Bill for Abolishing Oaths calculated to exclude 
rs from holding certain offices, Mr. Bovill was ABSENT.
h 8.—Mr. Bovill voted AGAINST the second reading of the Church Rate Abolition Bill. 
i 21.—Mr. Bovill voted AGAINST the second reading of Mr. Coleridge’s Bill for Abolishing 
as Religious Tests in Universities. ■ '
17.—Mr. Bovill voted FOR the Repeal of the Malt Tax in preference to repealing the duties on 
r Man’s. Tea, Sugar, and other articles of prime necessity,
25.—-On Mr. Bouverie’s Bill for Abolishing an obnoxious Declaration o n  Accepting a College 
hip, Mr. Bovill was ABSENT.
27.—Mr. Bovill voted AGAINST the second reading of the REFORM B ILL . ^
28.—On Sir B. Knightley’s amendment to introduce a clause against BRIBERY in the Reform 
\  Bovill was ABSENT.
7.—Mr. Bovill voted FOR Lord Stanley’s amendment to defeat the Reform Bill by postponing 
nchise portion of it to an indefinite period.
te same dayi Mr. Bovill voted FOR Mr. Walpole’s amendment to make the County Franchise £20 
of £14.
13.—Mr. Bovill paired AGAINST Mr. Coleridge’s Bill, which he had voted AGAINST on the 
March.
14.—Mr. Bovill voted FOR Mr. Hunt's amendment to assess the County Franchise at £14 ratal 
of £14 rental.
18.—Mi\ Bovill voted FOR Lord Dunkellin’s amendment, assessing the B o r o u g h  Franchise on 
le value* instead of “ clear a)mual value” \
Division on this question resulted in the '
Befeafc of fee Teiorm Mil and yvertftrow ot
liberal i-overnMeiit.
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for the vote.*  B ovill's values and beliefs were also sa tir ised  in a 
tract entitled "An Intended Farew ell to Guildford". The anonymous 
"autobiographer" w rote:-
"Being deeply engaged in som e heavy and important 
law su its, the principles of which I have had at 
heart during the greater period of my l i f e , and still 
ardently cherish - namely MIGHT against RIGHT 
STANDSTILL against PROGRESS; I find they will 
require my undivided attention and I therefore  
reluctantly decline the honour you intended to confer 
on m e.
PS, Should there be a vacancy at any future tim e, and 
also  a prospect of som e Government Appointment, 
such as a County Court Judgeship, a wee little  
Com m issionship, or any SHIP at a ll, with from £2,00.0 
to £3,000 a year attached to it, I shall not feel bound 
to refuse it or anything e lse  that may be to my 
advantage. "*2
The Liberal p ress in Surrey all joined the attack. The Surrey Mail pointed
out that B ovill's proposal for an £8 franchise would have given only another
45,000 votes - 95,000 le s s  than under Gladstone's suggested £7. A lso
critic ised  was B ovill's claim  that.the w orking-class already represented
26% of the electorate, a figure which only referred to the Boroughs.
Including the Counties a m ere 12% of the country's voting power lay in their  
3hands.* The Surrey and Hampshire News and the Guildford Tim es 
meanwhile contested B ovill's claim  to be "Guildford's Representative 
Man".
"Representing as Mr. Bovill does, the inert and sluggard  
and im practicable political portion of the community,"  
the paper contended, "he can scarecly  lay claim to the 
title  of Guildford's Representative Man. Mr. Guildford 
Onslow claim s that title and position indefensib ly and the 
sp irit of Independence within the good old town claim s 
that it be not m isrepresented in its  second m em ber. "*4
The L iberals' choice of Henry Lawes Long was in itse lf  an indication of 
the strong feelings in the Borough about Reform. Long, a JP from near  
Farnham , was a veteran supporter of Reform, who had unsuccessfu lly
*1 G3476 GM.
*2 P oster GM G3472 .
*3 Surrey Mail 9th July.
*4 Surrey News 7th July. ..
contested the West Surrey election way back in 1837. Pocock, who had 
been in the running for the L iberals' nomination, stood down and asked his 
own im m ediate supporters "to join heart and hand" in working for Long's 
su ccess.
"Of the ability of the L iberals to return their candidate 
if they are fully unanimous, there can be no doubt, "
Pocock declared, "and as there appeared to be a •
difference of opinion whether Mr. Long or m yself would 
be the m ore eligible candidate, I thought it most 
consistent with the interest of your cause, that the 
preference should be given to Mr. Long, whose name 
in connection with the County has been to me (as to 
you) alm ost from my boyhood a 'household word'"*!
The Conservatives attempted to make party capital out of this initial
rivalry in their opponents' camp. An anti-L iberal sonnet attacked Long
over the way in which Pocock had been induced to stand down. It was
alleged that Pocock had been manoeuvred into making a hasty decision to
drop out of the contest , and that Onslow, who wanted "a Gentleman
Candidate", had been against him. Thus the Guildford e lectors had not
been consulted, Pocock had been "honest but duped" and in contrast to all
these underhand machinations stood Bovill, "To his friends ever
,, 2
faithful, to his foes ever kind . * But with a complete absence of any
complaints about the lack of Liberal unity in the p ress , it seem s likely
the arrangement was more of an am icable one than the w riter im plied.
Bovill h im self was projected as a defender of the established order of
society  at a tim e of c r is is  in the "Fight between our old Constitution and 
3
Dem ocracy".* Bovill was said to be in favour of all ratepayers being 
enfranchised "provided all in terests are protected" and any government 
of which he was a member" would "give to every man an opportunity of 
expressing his sentim ents without allowing our old constitution to be 
swallowed up by the advancing flood of Dem ocracy. " R u ssell's  B ill in 
comparison "would have brought a large increase of representation to 
the w orking-class, in many constituencies entirely swamping the Middle 
or Yeoman c la ss . " Hence it was concluded:-
*1 Announcement date 6th July.
*2 GM G6106
*3 P oster GM G3411 Dated 9th July.
"Hivery man wlio votes against Mr. Bovill votes for  
Democracy either present or to com e, and all those 
who support him lend their influence as far as lie s  in 
their power to the settling and confirming our ancient 
constitution on a solid and strong basis, and for an 
extension of the suffrage to every man in proportion 
to his stake in the country. "*1
Another "independent Elector" described Bovill as
"a C onservative of the Liberal order. He has originated, 
and by his great ab ilities has passed more m easures of 
Reform through Parliam ent than all the MPs we have 
ever had for Guildford."
Long, in contrast, has done:
"Nothing, absolutely nothing. True he has not had the 
opportunity; he has not the experience. But we have to 
make a choice, and in choosing it is  usual to prefer  
actions to words, past good deeds to p rom ises, and the 
man of experience to the man of inexperience."
The w riter spoke of "the m iserable and ill-judged exertions of a few
Radicals and Revolutionaries . . .  sensib le people cannot understand
why there should be a contest at a ll, " and concluded: -
"I shall vote for Mr. Bovill on public grounds, because  
he is  a statesm an and reformer, who, I believe, deserves  
the utmost confidence and support on personal grounds, 
because he is  the best friend to Guildford which Guildford 
has seen for many years; and were I his worst political 
enemy, at this moment when the great su ccess , well 
m erited and great promotion well deserved, are within 
reach, I should not oppose him. "*2
This reference to B ovill's serv ices to the town was taken up in another
tract.
"On the one hand you have a candidate who has served you 
for many years, who liv es among you, who subscribes  
lib erally  to all local charities. On the other hand you 
have a candidate of whom thepeople of the borough know 
nothing but that he liv es  ten m iles off,, in a kind of 
herm itage - a sort of 'Old Man of the H ill', giving 
nothing to the borough and its objects . . .
Stand firm  electors - change forego  
A change would now be wrong 
We want a m ember - one we know 
Nor want that m em ber Long. "*3
*1 Ibid.
*2 P oster dated 9th July GM G3407.
*3 Quoted by Peak, D iaries op cit p. 414.
Henry Long in his first address confined h im self to reiterating the case  
for challenging B o v ill.
"It has som etim es happened on the appointment of a 
gentleman to a post which necessita tes the resign­
ation of his seat in Parliam ent, a degree of'fore-, 
bearance has been displayed, and his return not 
interfered with by his political opponents. The . 
extraordinary political c r is is  is  of itse lf  sufficient 
to justify a deviation from this course, but when it 
is  combined with the recent discourteous behaviour 
towards the Liberal Candidates at W inchester and 
other p laces, all grounds for such forebearance 
disappear. "*1 .
The assessm en t of the Tim es gave Long som e cause to be satisfied  with
the progress of his campaign:
"There is  no question that Mr. Bovill w ill have to •
encounter one of the severest contests on record in 
the Borough," observed the paper, "and the issu e  is  
at this moment extrem ely doubtful. "*2
At the nomination on 11th July, J. Brooks, an engineer, proposed Long,
justifying "the discourtesy of opposition" to Bovill because he believed
the latter did not represent the views of the majority of Guildford e lectors.
-Bovill cr itic ised  the late m inistry's "language of encouragement" to Poland
and Denmark and said the contest would enable electors to reg ister
their approval of the change of government. He referred to the "m iserable
abortion of a Reform Bill" which the L iberals should never have brought
forward and stressed  that his own amendment for an £8 franchise would
have been withdrawn had Lord Dunkellin's ratingmotion gone forward.
Guil dford Onslow alleged that the course of the election had been interfered
with by "a peer of the reign" who had taken steps to obtain a copy of the
poll books so that anyone voting for Long would not be allowed near his house
again. Onslow also  asserted  that one elector he knew personally, had .
been prom ised a £5 "loan" if they voted for B ovill.*  The Standard
4
denounced his speech as "absurd and uncourteous". *
*1 Long's address dated 6th July GM G6115
*2 The Tim es 9th July.
*3 The Tim es 12th July.
*4 Standard 14th July.
jaeiore so ilin g  aay, nowever, ijong witndrew from the contest. After 
scrutinising the canvass books his com m ittee "felt it their duty to advise  
Long that the result was not such as to warrant any hope of su cc ess .
The Tim es reported that the decision was made
Min consequence of the declared intention of many of ,
the Liberal party to abstain from voting, and on 
account of the extraordinary pressu re which has 
been put upon the electors generally1.'^
It was thus suggested that som e Liberals did not agree in principle with
opposing Bovill. But the Gazette blamed undue influence alone for Long's
failure to go to the poll.
"So much pressure had been brought to bear upon the 
E lectors by influential m em bers of the Conservative 
party, that it was evident that many of the Liberals 
would be coerced into neutrality if not into voting 
against Mr. Long . . .  No better argument for the 
n ecessity  of a Reform Bill and an extension of the* 
suffrage need be wished than is furnished by what 
has just passed in relation to the Guildford electors  
and the 'magnates' who resorted  to the 'screw''! *3
With the L iberals em phasising throughout their campaign the case  for
opposing Bovill, it seem s likely  that som e of their supporters did not
feel the contest was justified, and many have taken their cue from.the
example cited at W inchester when many Conservatives refused to have
anything to do with the election, only forty votes being finally cast against
Bonham -Carter. As the A dvertiser said:
"individuals of every political shade of opinion united 
to show that the elevation of Mr. Bovill to an office  
which he and the borough were honoured, should not 
be made the occasion for a su ccessfu l display of 
political feeling against him . . .  In political warfare, 
there are tim es when the fire of party spirit should 
be held in check, when to allow it full scope would be 
undignified and im proper. "*4
Yet this is  not to say that m ore p ressu res than normal were not brought 
to bear on certain Guildford electors during the campaign. In the Commons 
debate on the ballot on 17th July, Guildford Onslow raised  the question of 
the employment of one Mark Dowlen, by Lord P ercy at Albury. Dowlen's
*1 Gazette 13th July.
*2 The Tim es 13th July. 1
*3 Gazette 13th July.
*4 A dvertiser 14th July.
jod as a Harness maker had been terminated by Lord Percy at the tim e
of the election on the grounds that harnesses could be obtained m ore
cheaply elsew here. But Onslow alleged Dowlen had been threatened with
no m ore work from Lord P ercy unless he voted for Bovill and that "bribery,
corruption and intimidation prevailed" during the contest. Bovill h im self
suggested in the debate that the rem ark attributed to Lord P ercy  about
not employing anyone who voted for Long had sim ply emanated from
1
a servant who was in no way speaking for his m aster. * A le tter  to the 
Tim es from Lord P ercy denied "in the broadest and m ost unmistakable
it 2term s all Onslow's a llegations.*  Dowlen in turn denied that there had
ever been any complaint made to him about charges or the quality of his
3
work by P ercy 's farm manager over the previous nine y ea rs .*
Even if  such undue influence had not been brought to bear and all 
Guildford's L iberals had approved of the contest, Long would s till have 
been hard p ressed  to defeat Bovill because of the assiduous manner in 
which the latter had "nursed" the Borough. His name alongside a generous 
contribution would norm ally be found at the top of. any local-charitable  
appeal. The Gazette described him as having "laid regular siege to the 
Borough"* Some voting did in fact ultim ately take place at the election, 
the Conservative supporters going to the poll to safeguard against any 
Liberal ruse. Bovill was consequently elected by 316 votes to 11. The 
Standard estim ated that the Tory's m ajority would have been between 90
5 • • .
and 100 had Long continued with the contest. * Peak too, admitted that
6"it was not expected" Long would be returned.*
At the end of the year, another contest was thrust on Guildford by B ovill's
elevation to the post of Lord Chief Justice. In the m eantim e, the country's
sound prosperity had faltered when the greatrLondon financial house of
Overend and Gurney crashed. On 11th May, a financial panic hit the Stock
Exchange. In Guildford the loca l English Joint Stock Bank suspended
payment on this "Black Friday." Although the economic situation had not 
7im proved,* no mention was made of this break in prosperity during the
*1 The Tim es 18th July.
*2 Ibid 19th July.
*3 Letter to The Tim es 20th July.
*4 Gazette 7th November.
*5 Standard 14th July.
*6 Peak's D iaries op cit p. 414.
*7 Briggs op cit p. 504.
Decem ber campaign. Another event to which som e significance has
been attached, were the disturbances in Hyde Park on 23rd July.
Occurring as they did near the houses of the wealthier c la s se s , Woodward
feels they convinced conservative opinion that electoral reform could not
be delayed. * V  Though the Hyde Park affair may have been influential in
relation to the Conservative cabinet's decision to introduce a Reform Bill
of their own, predictably enough the episode was not regarded with the
same import in Guildford. The disturbances were barely mentioned by
2the Tory Standard* whilst the Gazette regretted that the question of Reform
should have become m ixed up with the incident. The paper accused the
3
government Of mishandling the situation by calling out the m ilitary .*
At the Decem ber election, Pocock alleged the Tories had deliberately
4
fomented the trouble to discredit the working c la s se s .*  The m ass  
gathering in Hyde Park in favour of Reform was sim ply the m ost notable 
example of a nation-wide agitation. In Guildford the town's "Reform and 
Registration Association" played its part in arranging protest m eetings
5
about the absence of electoral change.* The Gazette argued the
Conservatives had made the m istake of believing their own propaganda
in saying the w orking-classes were not interested  in Reform. It was the
defeat of the L iberals and the Conservatives' return to power, which,
said the paper had "convinced the w orking-classes that the tim e had
arrived when it was im peratively needful to undeceive those who maintained
6that there was no earnest sp irit out of doors in favour of R eform .* ,
Towards the end of Novem ber, B ovill's appointment as Lord Chief Justice  
was announced. William Pocock im m ediately came forward again,
announcing his support for any "honest m easure" of reform  and for the
- 7ballot as a m easure of "absolute n ecessity" .*  Pocock a lso  projected
him self as the "firm friend of peace" and as favouring "reductions in
our excessive  national expenditure". On the Conservative side Richard
Garth, Q. C. , of Wimbledon issued an address. 11 e em phasised his
*1 Woodward op cit p. 178.
*2 Standard 2nd August.
*3 Gazette 3rd August.
*4 Standard 8th Decem ber.
*5 Gazette 8th September and 23rd October.
*6 Gazette 8th September.
*7 Address dated 23rd November, in Gazette 30th November
portion of his life  had been spent in Surrey. Garth prom ised "firmly 
to r e s is t  any democratic tendencies" although he was prepared to support 
any improvements which were expedient and did not threaten "the w ell­
being of our National Institutions". An Anglican him self,he undertook to
support "any reasonable measure" that would settle  the Church Rates 
, 1question. ■*
The problem of Reform was the leading issu e  at the election. At a
campaign m eeting presided over by William Elkins, chairman of the
town's Conservative A ssociation , Garth protested about "the unwarrantable
assumption that a Reform Bill introduced by Lord Derby must n ecessarily
„ 2be a delusion and a sham . * However, Garth did come down firm ly  
against the granting of universal or household suffrage which he said  
Pocock supported. The West Surrey Tim es published a pamphlet denying 
Pocock held such view s - although the latter did favour a great extension  
of the franchise, he did not feel the country was "educated up to the
.1 3standard of universal suffrage . * The Standard led  the attack on Pocock
as "a pure and perfect democrat" whose "great object is  to hand over the
government to the country to m ere numbers and to destroy as far as
possible even the legitim ate influence of property and intelligence. "*
The paper, which had been devoting its critica l attention to the reform
speeches of John Bright as w ell, dubbed Pocock "the Bright Candidate"
5for Guildford. * Finally the Standard appealed to the electors not to*
6return "a blind follow er of Bright. "* The A dvertiser was prompted to
7
express its contempt at the "vulgarity" of these a sser tio n s. * Advocacy 
of Reform on top of his previous support for the abolition of the Corn 
Laws seem s to have resulted in Bright becoming a sort of bogey-m an  
for-local T ories. There is  nothing to suggest that he p o ssessed  any 
particular degree of influence over the opinions of the ordinary voter  
in Guildford. Cowling asserts:
*1 Address dated 21st November.
*2 Gazette 30th November.
*3 The Tim es 17th December.
*4 Standard 8th and 11th December.
*5 Ibid 27th Novem ber.
*6 Ibid 11th December.
*7 Surrey Advertiser 3rd December.
"Bright's speeches in 1866/7 were powerful statem ents 
of intention, m asterly  evocations of mind and m atter 
which brought together in common harmony , a large, 
unco-ordinated, unsystem atic body of sympathetic -
public opinion. "*1
But in Surrey his activities were m ore fully covered by the hostile
Standard than by the Liberal G azette. It is  interesting nonetheless,
that in the Conservative cause the Standard was not alone in linking Pocock's
beliefs with those of Bright. The A dvertiser, labelling Bright "a republican" ,
came out against Pocock's candidature because of his statem ent that Bright
was " a moderate political!. "
"We cannot avoid the conclusion" the paper said,
"that all moderate L iberals who do not desire to see  
the lowe r c la ss reigning supreme over the upper and 
middle, w ill act w isely  in recording their votes in 
favour of Mr. Garth. "*2
At this tim e, however, the A dvertiser's "bete noire" was not John
Bright but Guildford Onslow. The journal launched a bitter tirade against
the latter after he had endorsed Pocock's candidature. "Mr. Guildford
Onslow is one of those dangerous reform ers with whom the country is
very much afflicted just now" observed the paper. His previous "fanatical
partisanship" in favour of Long was denounced, along with the "ridiculous"
charges of undue influence he had made against his own constituency in
July. An MP is  supposed to defend "the fair name" of the Borough he
r
represents, not to become an assailant h im self, the paper sourly remarked.**'
For their part, the Liberals tried to exploit Garth's non-residence in the 
Guildford area. Their case was not helped, however, by the fact that 
Onslow h im self lived twenty m iles from Guildford at A lresford. * N ever­
theless, at a campaign m eeting, Onslow em phasised that there had been 
only one occasion since 1660 when the Borough had been, represented by a 
stranger when Jam es Bell of London had won the 1852 election "by a
fortunate fluke". On this occasion Henry Currie had retired  "at the moment 
■ 5of victory".* Certainly, with the exception of B ell, none of the Borough's
*1 Cowling op cit p. 292.
*2 A d vertiser 15th December.
*3 . A dvertiser 3rd December.
*4 As a w riter to the Surrey A dvertiser pointed out (Ibid).
*5 Currie had unexpectedly retired at the nomination.
MPs in recent tim es had had fewer connections with the town than Garth.
The Gazette was at pains to str ess  how Bovill had been returned because  
of the network of personal relationships he had built up within Guildford 
rather than because of his political beliefs. Garth, on the other hand it 
was argued, did not p o sse ss  this strong personal influence which Bovill 
had created through his ab ilities, energy and "patronage of the purse" . *^
According to the Gazette, no local election in recent years had produced the
excitement to match that of 1866 . Mayor Jacob whom the West Surrey Tim es
accused of distributing platform tickets in favour of the T ories, was totally
2
unable to gain a hearing at the nomination.* In his speech, Pocock stressed
that he was not a radical, but "a supporter of the Queen, Lords and
Commons in all their integrity". Garth spoke in general term s about
Reform. Like the Standard he was somewhat preoccupied with the activ ities
of John Bright "who was not a friend of the working man but h is b itterest
enemy". Garth contended that Bright did not even treat his own workers
very w ell, and consequently had been forced to leave Lancashire to seek
3election to Parliam ent in Birmingham. * . The Gazette felt these rem arks
went "far beyond the widest lim its of election licen ce" , and called on
4Garth to justify his statem ents. * Subsequently the acrim onious
correspondence between Bright and Garth.appeared in the G azette, while in
the Tim es Bright's manager described the suggestion that his em ployer was
a "bad master" as a "wilful, malignant and premediated falsehood",*
In the end, Garth was forced to admit that he had not personal first-hand
6knowledge of either Rochdale or Bright's factories th ere .*  One cartoonist 
pictured Garth being forced to eat "dirt-pie" at Bright's feet, (see  F ig . 20 ).
The election itse lf  proved to be a hard fought affair, Garth defeating Pocock
by the narrow margin of 339 votes to 301. The A dvertiser claim ed the
result indicated the electors' dislike of the revolutionary sentim ents put
7
forward by individuals like John Bright. * Certainly a le s s  radical 
candidate than Pocock might have snatched victory from the T ories. L iberal
*1 Gazette 7th and 20th November.
*2 Tim es 22nd December.
*3 Gazette 21st Decem ber.
*4 Ibid 5th and 21st January 1867.
*5 The Tim es 31st Decem ber 1866. .
*6 Gazette 8th January 1867.
*7 A dvertiser 22nd December 1866.
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supporters did not give their representative the overwhelming support that 
Garth received from his party. Of those electors who had voted for the 
Liberals at the 1864 Municipal contest, 15% switched to Garth while only 
3% of the Tory supporters from that election switched to Pocock. M oreover, 
the abstention rate for the L iberals was double the C onservatives.
Pocock’s narrower appeal is  also highlighted by the way in which those 
individuals who had split across party lin es at the council election, 
divided 75%-25% against him at the parliam entary contest. A sim ilar  
picture em erges from a comparison with the 1865 General Election. Of 
the L iberals, 91% repeated their vote for Pocock , whereas 95% of the Tory 
supporters from 1865 remained loyal to their candidate.
Not surprisingly, the occupational and religious groups exhibited the 
same relative pattern of voting as 18 months previously. The reta ilers  
were the m ost Liberal and the gentlemen, by a sm all m argin, the m ost 
Conservative. The upper c la sse s  .a s  a whole, were a lso  markedly Tory.
The effect, for instance, of separating the richer craftsm en from their  
colleagues was a pronounced swing in the vote of the sk illed  workers 
from Tory to pro-L iberal. (See Table 49 ). Nonconform ists continued
to be strongly Liberal overall, splitting 72%-28% on Pocock's favour.
But as in the past, the Strict Baptists were equivocal in their support. The 
Methodists too, were apparently divided between the p arties. A P rim itive  
branch of the sect had been founded in the town during the early 1860's, 
alongside the w ell-estab lished  Wesleyan Chapel. Unfortunately no m em ber­
ship lis ts  survive of either group to cast light on their voting habits.
Pocock h im self seem s to have been a W esleyan Methodist.
After the poll had been declared, Pocock devoted his speech to rebutting 
the suggestion that as a Methodist he did not favour the sacred union of 
Church and State. He a lso  issued  two a d d re sses , one to the "Electors of 
the Borough of Guildford" and another to the "Non-Electors, and Unenfranchised  
C lasses of Guildford" thanking both for their support.*^-
More important was a letter  from Pocock, published by the Gazette,
2
alleging undue influence had cost him the e lection .*  He said that during
*1 Gazette 28th December.
*2 Ibid 5th January 1867.
Table 49? Voting by Occupational and Social Class in 1866 (Percentages)
Occupational C lass Social "Class"
Garth Pocock Garth Pocock
Class 1 61 39 63 37
Gentlemen
Higher P rofessions - -
Capitalists and the Rich -
C lass 2 60 40 58 42
All P rofession s , - -
Subprofessions
Moderately Wealthy -
C lass 3 51 49 49 51
R etailers (42 58)
Petty Entrepreneurs (60 40)
C lass 4 52 48 46 54
Craftsmen
C lerical
C lass 5 53 47 53 47
Labour
his canvass, 13 e lectors had wished him well but in order to keep their
custom ers or situation m ost had been forced to vote against him . Of
another 19 who said they would support him , 10 did.not vote and 9 supported
Garth. Compared with the results of his canvass, Pocock calculated that
he lost 65 votes in all. Additionally, Pocock claim ed he p o ssessed  a l is t
of a further 44 individuals , of whom 36 had voted for Garth and 3 for h im self.
Some of these e lectors, he said, had offered to take money in return for
their support whilst the rest had expressed approval of Conservative
m eetings where punch was freely  available. Pocock concluded that the
assertion that he was only dealing "in stern facts" and not "mere im pressions
or rumours". The Standard discounted Liberal claim s of briber y and
intimidation as "the standing apologies for defeat".* With the publication
of Pocock’s allegations, the paper commented "There never yet was an
election won or lo st, at which either candidate could not produce such a
lis t  as that with which he has favoured the public" and argued that there
would always be a number of electors who made prom ises to every candidate
and then voted one way or the other at the la st moment as the mood took 
2them .*; This was all no doubt perfectly true, but the L iberal journals
*1 Standard 22nd December. 1866.
*2 Ibid 5th January 1867. ‘
viewed m atters from a different angle. The West Surrey Tim es firm ly  
believed there was u a consi derable Liberal majority in the Borough" and 
found it "remarkable" that Pocock should have been beaten by as many as 
38 votes.**- The paper attributed the Liberal defeat to bribery, the "screw" 
and defections in their own ranks. The journal contended:-
"There is  always one very contemptible element displayed 
m ost conspicuously in sm all boroughs and that is  snobbery, 
and the recent contest has revealed several new instances 
to the public . . .  An instrument which is  vulgarly term ed  
the'screw 1 has been used m ost unm ercifully it is  alleged.
The landowners in the neighbourhood of this Borough 
did all they could to influence those who happened to 
rent under them, While there were several important, 
in terests in Guildford which are all but monopolized by 
the T ories, which exerted them selves to the utmost. *2 
It is  generally believed that this 'screwing' operation is  
brought to bear wholly upon the w orking-class but such a 
belief is  fallacious in the extrem e for the trading c la sse s  
dread the operation while attempts have been made to 
make even professional gentlement susceptible to is  
windings." The article  concluded, "There are many 
reports of bribery a lso , but upon this subject we have 
little  to say. "
It is  clear that in any potentially c lo se  election, both sides would bring 
as much influence to bear on voters as was possiblie. Yet whether in 1866 
these p ressu res were unusually intense even by the standards of the day 
i s  a moot point. Certainly at the nomination there were placards-being  
raised complaining of the "screw". But no individual instances lik e  the 
Dowlen case earlier  in the year were ever cited to illustrate the extent of 
the operation. M oreover it seem s significant that there was never any 
suggestion of Pocock ever challenging the validity of Garth's election . The 
Conservative campaign in 1866 may have been m ore extrem e in its  methods 
than normal in the Borough. Nonetheless it appears likely  that the 
vociferous Liberal complaints about undue influence were not unconnected  
with the controversy about Reform. With the electoral system  under 
attack, the Guildford Liberals se ized  on what they regarded as questionable  
practices during the election, both to explain their defeat and to justify  
their demands for an extensive m easure of Reform. The Gazette asserted:
*1 Tim es 22nd December 1866.
*2 In particular the Conservatives dominated the brewing in terest,
led by William Edmund Elkins (see  Section on town p o litic s).
"Mr. Garth will in his person enter Parliam ent as 
a living w itness to the n ecessity  of a Reform in our 
representation . . .  It is  a farce to give the title of 
'representation' to a system  by which men may 
with impunity be coerced into breaking their pledges, 
and voting in direct opposition to their own w ishes and 
principle in obedience to the mandate of a landlord, 
an employer, or a custom er . . . One great object of 
a new Reform Bill m ust be to secure a means by which 
a fair and honest system  of representation may be 
brought about."
Yet the paper had "no sort of faith" in the ballot as a remedy for "coercion".
"A large extension of the suffrage has a far greater chance 
of putting a curb to the power brought to bear upon 
electors by local influence, " the journal concluded.*!
The West Surrey T im es, however, felt that the Tory's tactics in Guildford
had demonstrated the reason for the opposition of the latter party to the
ballot and published a supporting letter  from an elector "newly converted"
to the cause of secret voting. The writer echoed the feelings of many
L iberals in the town with his verdict that "The election was not fa irly  won
and has done much to advance the cause of the ballot. "*
*1 Gazette 5th January.
*2 Times 22nd December.
f) The 1867 Reform Act and 1868 Elections
At the beginning of 1867, the Liberal Gazette doubted whether a Conservative
Reform Bill would satisfy  “even the m ore m oderate advocates of R eform 11.
The paper contended:
"Whatever m easure of Reform may be ceded by the 
Conservatives, it will be extorted from their fears 
rather than proffered by their w ishes, or political 
convictions."
But another possib le course of events was foreseen .
"Should Earl Derby decide, however, to bring in a 
Reform B ill, his follow ers w ill doubtless consent 
to swallow a vast deal rather than see  the Conservative 
government thrown out. He is  h im self too astute a 
statesm an, and too experienced not to know that if he 
came forward as the Author of a Reform B ill he must 
advance a good deal ahead of his party - as it has 
hitherto been. There is his difficulty. To succeed  
he must do the work of his opponents, and his party 
w ill have to submit to painful sacrifices if they decide 
to follow his lead ."*!
Although the Cabinet was divided on the issu e , the Standard always em phasised
2that the Tory party was "in earnest" over R eform .* It a sserted :- .
"The Conservative Party faithful to its  traditions, having 
resolved on passing a Reform B ill, has decided on an 
effective m easure, and, rejecting all idea of tinkering 
the constitution continually, are endeavouring once for 
a ll, to settle  the great constitutional question which has 
so long been a barrier between the 'L iberal1 and the 
'C onservative'. "*3
The paper, apparently prepared to endorse any cabinet decision , urged
4all MPs to support the government's b i l l .* When the B ill was presented to
Parliam ent a few days later , on 18th March, the Standard described it as
"altogether excellent".
"It w ill secure," the paper said , "the unanimous and 
cordial support of every Conservative in the country 
and of every m oderate Liberal who looks beyond m ere ■ 
party obligation. "*5
The Gazette took a different view:-
"It would seem  that the m easure as a whole, is  so utterly  
condemned both by the Opposition and by a portion of the 
Conservative followers of the Government, that there 
does not appear to be a chance of its passing a second  
reading. "*6
*1 Gazette 12 Jan. *4 Ibid 16th March.
*2 Standard 19th Jan. *5 Ibid 19th March.
*3 Ibid 9th March. *6 Gazette 23rd March.
In fact the Conservative Party rallied to Derby in support of a proposal 
which, while designed to establish the Commons on a broadly popular b asis , 
was far from an experiment in dem ocracy. In the boroughs all householders 
paying their own rates and p ossessin g  a residential qualification of two 
years were to gain the vote, but lodgers and ratepayers w;ho compounded 
their rates with weekly rents were excluded. The County franchise was 
to be based on a £15 rental. A lso proposed were special franchises for 
University graduates, for m em bers of learned professions, and for those 
with savings of £30 plus. Dual votes were to be awarded to individuals who 
p ossessed  both certain special and property qualifications. No extensive  
redistribution of seats was contemplated. But in the succeeding months, 
the nature of the B ill was com pletely transform ed by a se r ie s  of amendments 
and the abandoning of the "fancy" fran ch ises. **
The Standard continued to support the administration all along the lin e.
"We must not forget1,' the paper stated "that the 
great n ecessity  of this year 1867 is  a Reform Bill 
and that to obtain it, we must stand by the government 
m easure. "*2
The journal was in favour of the motion reducing the residence qualification
from two years to one, and on the crucial amendment to abolish the
distinction between compound householders and personal ratepayer s , even
went so far as to say:-
"We have much pleasure in expressing our hearty approval 
of the plan for dealing with compound householders. "*3
This latter amendment, accepted without a division, virtually established
complete household suffrage in the English and Welsh boroughs. The
Borough franchise was a lso  extended to lodgers who had occupied room s for
the whole of the proceeding twelve months. In the same way the c lau ses
concerning the redistribution of seats were completely altered as w ell. One MP
was taken from boroughs with le s s  than 10, 000 inhabitants, allowing 25 seats
to be alloted to the counties and 19 to the new towns. The Gazette considered
the Redistribution B ill to be "insufficient incomplete and inconsistent"
4
feeling that D israeli had favoured the counties at the expense of the tow ns.*
*1 Briggs op cit pp. 507-508.
*2 Standard 11th May.
*3 Standard 4th and 2 5th May.
*4 Gazette 29th June.
The L iberals found them selves in som e disarray over Reform . When
Gladstone proposed a £5 ratepayer's franchise, he was opposed by an
assorted  group of forty to fifty Liberal MPs including West Surrey's J. I.
B riscoe . Consequently the amendment was lost by 21 v o te s .** Guildford
Onslow, who had supported the motion, referred  to the defeat at a m eeting
2of Guildford's Reform A ssociation. * He blamed the set-back on personal 
jealousy towards Gladstone; on the opposition of the "A ristocratic Adullam ite s" ; 
and on the fear amongst som e L iberals of precipitating a dissolution with 
the consequent expense of re-election  that this would entail. A resolution
was passed urging L iberals to remain united in the House of Commons,
’ 3along with another motion in favour of the ballot.*  The Gazette which had
never trusted the Conservatives to carry a "Liberal" Reform B ill, was
forced to change its tune as just such a m easure began to evolve. The paper
objected to what it saw as the devious manoeuvres of D israeli.
"At the present moment, " said the journal in May,
"Mr. D israeli can boast of having brought the great 
Conservative Party - the country gentleman - to a 
point of serv ility  and degradation which, but a short 
tim e ago, no living soul would have believed possib le.
There is  scarcely  a principle they have not violated .
The B ill itse lf  is  a ser ie s  of sh ifts, pretences and 
com prom ises. It is  from first to la st thoroughly d is­
honest. It was undertaken by the government m ost 
reluctantly, and not only with no desire for, but with 
an absolute and acknowledged repugnance to Reform. "*4
Throughout the sum m er, the Gazette continued to represent D israeli as an
unscrupulous opportunist:-
"The greatest political plagiarist of this or of any age . . .  
he may appropriate m easures, borrow principles or 
assum e titles - but with all his art he w ill never 
achieve the character of a statesm an or of an honest 
politician. "*5
Sim ilarly the paper complained: -
"Mr. D israeli has accom plished m ore within the last 
twelve months to destroy political m orality, political 
character and political consistency than has ever been 
before achieved. "*6
*1 Gazette 20th April.
*2 In practice the A ssociation was an exclusively  Liberal P arty  
organisation.
*3 Gazette 10th May.
*4 Ibid 18th May.
*5 Ibid 22nd June.
*G Ibid Gtli July.
The G azette’s indignation at the lack of "morality" exhibited by D israeli, lends 
support to the view expressed  both by Cowling and Smith, that, D israeli’s 
policy was one of "consistent opportunism".** Smith se es  D israeli as 
a devious manoeuverer: the 1867 Act was the result neither of his sta te s­
manship nor his vision of Tory democracy but of a struggle to settle  the 
question under the auspices of his own party. In the sam e way, Cowling 
em phasises the Act was produced by continual alteration and im provisation, 
and by D israeli's anxiety to recover a central position on*the political 
stage for the Conservative party. But in general, charges of chicanery 
were bound to ar ise  in a situation whereby the extension of the franchise  
was being determined by a se r ie s  of com prom ises. After Reform becam e 
widely mooted in the 1850's and 1860's, it was fairly obvious that at. 
least household suffrage and even manhood suffrage would com e sooner or 
la ter. On the other hand it would be dangerous suddenly to enfranchise 
a politically unsophisticated body of people, vastly greater than the existing  
electorate. Some sort of com prom ise was n ecessary  . But any such expedient 
was bound to be difficult to defend on logical grounds - what was the m agic 
of a £15 franchise say, as against £12? It was a lso  entirely natural for 
politicians of both parties to try and enfranchise first a body of people 
who would be likely to vote for their own sid e. Thus that there should have 
been complaints about lack of principle was hardly surprising. M oreover, 
behind the Gazette's concern for "principle" and the "Standard's" wholehearted  
support for D israeli's  p o lic ies, lay the realisation that the C onservatives 
might em erge with a firm er basis of electoral support than that p o sse ssed  
by the L iberals. Consequently the Gazette's complaints had m ore than an air  
of partisan rivalry about them.
"it is  a giant catastrophe" the paper asserted , "when all 
public faith in public men is  annihilated owing to the 
persistent repudiation of life-lon g  principles on the part 
of a M inistry and its fo llow ers, palpably for the sake of 
retaining office and pow er. "*2
Yet this is  not to say that the Surrey p ress provides any support for Cowling's
very practical rationale of the seem ingly paradoxical events of 1866/7 . Why
did a Conservative m inority government carry the radical Reform B ill of 1867
when it had defeated a moderate Liberal one in alliance with right-wing
*1 Cowling op cit p. 303; F . B. Smith "The Making of the 2nd Reform B ill" .
*2 Gazette 6th July.
L iberals only a year before? Cowling em phasises the partisan significance of 
the two B ills when taken in conjunction with their accompanying redistribution  
c lau ses. He thus argues for instance, that whereas the L iberals would have 
gained 8 to 15 extra seats from redistribution alone in 1866, under their  
own Act the Conservatives actually gained 23 seats in the 14 counties where 
a large sca le  redistribution occurred. F or example in Surrey, the 1866 B ill 
proposed to add a new m em ber to the Eastern division, which was held by 
two L iberals in 1865. The 1867 Act, on the other hand, created two constitu­
encies out of the existing East Surrey division and gave two MPs to each. Two 
Conservatives subsequently emerged as the representatives of Mid- Surrey 
in 1868 .** D israeli h im self may have been only too acutely aware of the 
relative importance of these sets of c la u se s , but their significance was 
apparently not appreciated by the Standard and the Gazette. The journals 
sim ply saw the 1867-B ill as a bid by D israeli to construct a m ore solid  
foundation for future Conservative power by winning popular and m oderate 
support for his party. D. C. Moore has also  stressed  that the m easure
favoured the T ories, in so far as the Boundary B ill included suburban oversp ill
2
in every important borough. * This partisan aspect of the proposals was not 
appreciated by the local p ress either - a surprising state of affairs when the 
Gazette had denounced D israeli's 1859 schem e for Reform on the grounds 
that L iberal boroughs were to be "neutralised . . .  by the infusion of rural
3
and landowning influence". * The Surrey A dvertiser which took up a m ore 
independent stance than either of its r iva ls, was frankly puzzled by the
Reform fever of the Commons and in a tentative manner partly related
■ 4it to demonstrations outside Parliam ent. * This very vague editorial was
the only occasion on which the local p ress suggested that the p ressu re  of
m ass w orking-class agitation may have been connected with the radical
nature of Reform . But as Cowling sta tes,
"there was no 'capitulation' to popular pressure . . .
Parliam ent in the 186O's was not afraid of public
*1 Cowling op cit pp. 69-70.
*2 D. C. Moore "Social Structure, P olitical Structure and Public
Opinion in M id-Victorian England" in Robson p. 55.
*3 Gazette 8th March 1859.
*4 A dvertiser 9th March.
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agitation: nor was its action determined by 
it. "*1
Guildford , having lo st one of its representatives had now to face the
problem of the parliam entary Boundary Act. In their solutions to the question,
the rival parties recognised a correlation between socia l c la ss  and political
allegiance. The loca l Tories wanted a general extension of the Borough .
lim its to include many of the large residences on the outskirts of the town .
The L iberals on the other hand, were m ore concerned to bring the working-
c la ss  area of B ellfields to the north of the town, within the Borough
boundary. * The Gazette even suggested that Guildford should be joined with
Farnham and Godalming for political purposes, the latter two p laces containing
3
a larger radical element than Guildford.* F inally, m inor alterations ; 
were recommended by the Boundary Com m ission which tended to accord with 
the C onservatives' plan. Just over half a square m ile of land was added to 
the Borough in the east and south-w est, involving few v o ter s . These 
individuals, however, included m em bers of the local gentry and cottagers; 
■under their influence. Thus, though the numbers were not large , som e thirty  
new electors came within the Borough who were more likely  to support the 
Conservatives than the L iberals. The Reform Act as a whole increased  
the loca l electorate by over 200%, giving a total of 1,201  e lectors at the tim e 
of the 1868 contest.
In the country as a whole, the Act alm ost doubled the old electorate which
stood at about one m illion. In the counties the vote was given to nearly
all landowners, tenant fa rm ers, m idd le-class householders and to the better
c la ss of v illage tradesm en. With w orking-class householders excluded ,
4 ■
the country gentleman's control of his sh ire remained undisturbed.*  
Consequently in the counties the rural districts were given much m ore  
weight than the sm all towns. The borough vote was given to alm ost all 
settled  householders. But though the electorate of medium sized  provincial 
centres like Guildford doubled or in som e cases trebled, Hanham suggests
*1 Cowling op cit p 310 and p. 3. Royden Harrison in his book Before the 
S ocia lists 1861-1881 speaks of the government's "Surrender" on Reform  
in the face of demonstrations (p. 106). By re-exam ining the evidence on 
which Harrison based his interpretation, Cowling shows that at the very  
lea st Harrison has overstated his case . (Cowling pp. 40-44).
*2 Gazette 5th October.
*3 Gazette 14th September. ‘
*4 Kitson Clark op cit p. 55.
that the new electors w ere m ostly skilled tradesm en and shopkeepers of 
the poorer sort.**  Yet in Guildford at lea st, it was the sem i- and unskilled  
workers who were the chief beneficiaries of the extension of the franchise. 
None of the occupational groups could match the r ise  of 263% in the labour 
vote. Relative to the other c la s se s , the ordinary workers' share of the vote 
increased by 12%. With a further 4% increase in the proportional s ize  of the 
craft and c ler ica l vote, the low est two c la sse s  in the socia l hierarchy enjoyed 
a 16% rise  in their relative standing within the local electorate, at the expense 
of the upper and middle c la sse s  (See Table 50 ). While this shift in 
emphasis cannot be said to conflict with Hanham's verdict that there was no 
"sweeping change" in the political balance of forces in the sm aller  provincial 
towns, the type of elector enfranchised wais certainly of a low er soc ia l c la ss  
than he suggested. On the other hand, changes that took place in Scotland 
and the industrial towns are described as being m ore far reaching. Smith
observes how the Act enfranchised m ore working men than m ost m em bers of
2 .either party had intended.* From the Guildford example, however, it is
apparent that the inclusion of substantial numbers of this c la ss  within the 
franchise, did not take place so lely  within the industrial towns. Sm aller . 
provincial constituencies may have made a significant contribution to the 
overall expansion of the labour vote. Otherwise, as Hanham points out, 
what the Act signally failed to do was to carry out a much needed red is­
tribution of sea ts . The amount of redistribution and enfranchisem ent effected, 
was in no way decisive in remedying existing inequalities. More than 70 
boroughs with a population of le s s  than 10,000 like Guildford, retained  
representation, although many larger p laces were not enfranchised. "The 
Reform Act was le s s  important" Hanham concludes , " because it gave som e  
working men the vote than because it had touched off an era of reform . "*3
From the passing of the Act until the spring of 1868 there was a short 
political interlude. In February, Derby resigned because of ill-h ea lth . The
4
Standard "heartily rejoiced" at D israeli's elevation to the p rem iersh ip ,*  but 
the Gazette still carped about the manner in which D israeli had achieved such 
office, with his rejection of Conservative princip les.
* 1 Hanham op cit p .ix .
*2 Smith op cit.
*3 Hanham op cit pp. X-XII.
*4 Standard 2 9th February 1868.
Table 50 : Comparison of the Guildford Electorate before and after
the 2nd Reform Act (Percentages). . __________
Occupational C lass Social "Class"
1866 1868 Change 1866 1868 Change
C lass 1 9 6 -3 16 12 -4
Gentlemen
Higher P rofessions - -
Capitalists and the Rich - . .  . - ■
Class 2 7 6 -1 29 20 -9
All P rofession s -
Subprofessions - -
Moderately Wealthy - ■
C lass 3 36 27 -9 18 15 -3
R etailers (16 12 -4)
Petty Entrepreneurs (18 13 -5)
Submanagers (2 2 0)
C lass 4 39 40 +1 28 32 +4
Craftsmen (35 35 0)
C lerical/E m ployees ‘(4 5 +1)
Class 5 9 21 +12 9 21 +12
Labour •
"Mr. D israeli has, beyond all doubt, earned the position
he has achieved. How he has won it is  a totally different
question," the paper commented. *1
With D israeli facing a parliam ent elected to support P alm erston, a general
election could not be postponed for long. But the initiative was to come
from Gladstone, who believed that Irish grievances should be red ressed . In
March Gladstone declared that the Church of Ireland should cease  to exist
2
as an institution in alliance with the state. * The Gazette applauded his
■ • ■ ~  3proposal, but the Standard reacted somewhat em otionally.* The paper called  
upon "every Protestant constituency in the Kingdom" to r e s is t  the proposals, 
and upon Churchmen "to close  their ranks in the face of a common danger. "
"The debate on the Irish Church leaves no doubtful issu e  
to the nation ," said the journal "the leader of the ■ 
opposition told us very plainly on Monday night, that 
he was determined, if he could accom plish it, on the 
overthrown of the Protestant Church in Ireland. "*4
*1 Gazette 6th March.
*2 Gazette 28th March.
*3 Standard 21st March.
*4 Woodward op cit p. 182
In its following issu e  the Standard declared: -
"After the m onstrous abandonment of all form er principle  
now avowed by Mr. Gladstone, we cannot doubt the con­
clusion to which the right honourable gentleman would 
arrive, should party exigencies require at his hands the 
extension of the sam e m easure to the Church of England 
with which the Irish establishment is  now threatened. "*1
The Cabinet was unable to come up with a consistent Irish policy. The
government’s weakness played into the hands of Gladstone who had a
coherent programme: disestablishm ent and disendowment of the Irish
Church, subject to the preservation of vested  in terests, together with the
withdrawal of the Maynooth Grant and "Regium Donum". Predictably the
Lords blocked.Gladstone's resolutions. When D israeli announced an
autumn dissolution the Standard commented: -
"Let us, then all be prepared to do our duty manfully 
in the hour of tria l. The Church in Ireland is  the 
im m ediate object of attack; le t  us act in this country 
as though it was the Church of England that was in 
im m ediate peril ."*2
In Guildford there was no immediate response to the ca ll, , and on the contrary,
a petition was circulated in favour of Gladstone's resolution. A m eeting in
3
support of L iberal policy was a lso  held at Godalming. * When the Lords
rejected the B ill the Gazette remarked,
"the battle must be fought first at the hustings at the 
next general election . . . The Irish Church will stand 
forth with all the greater prominence as the true ground 
of battle ... . The 'Church in danger' is  now the acknowledged 
election cry of the Conservative party. "*4
In the sam e week, the Standard confirmed this a ssessm en t. "The E lec tio n ,"
the paper said, "is really to decide the great question 'church' or 'No Church'
in this country".*5
At Guildford a rally was held "of supporters of the Irish Church and of the 
Church and State" in July. * All the local Anglican clergy and leading  
Conservatives were there, including George Cubitt (West Surrey's MP) and
*1 Standard 24th March. (The"abandonment" of "principle" of which the
Standard spoke, referred to Gladstone's change of opinion : in both 1865 
and 1866 he had not supported motions calling for government action  
over the Irish Church question - Woodward op c it p. 182).
*2 Standard 30th May .
*3 Gazette 25th April.
*4 Ibid 26th June.
*5 Standard 27th June.
*6 Ibid 18th July.
both W illiam Brodrick* and Francis Scott who were to becom e Mid- Surrey's 
representatives after the autumn contest. In the chair was the Duke of 
Northumberland who reminded the gathering of two watchwords which "had 
done good serv ice  in their time: 'The Church is  in danger' and 'No P op ery '."
He particularly em phasised the sim ilar ities between the respective Churches 
of England and Ireland, and hence the danger as he saw it to the Anglican 
Church. A resolution was passed im m ediately:-
"That this m eeting believes that the proposed d isestab lish ­
ment and disendowment of the Irish branch of the United 
Church of England and Ireland would be a serious blow to 
the Reformed faith in the United Kingdom, would affect the 
supremacy of the Crown, and would directly tend to 
promote Papal Ascendency."
E. H. L. Penrhyn of East Sheen (chairman of Bridrick and Scott's election
committee) described Gladstone's motion as "simply one of an assault on
the Church of England, sim ply one of violation of the rights of property".
Scott in turn, called disendowment and disestablishm ent "Robbery" and
"Popery". Playing on anti-Papal feelings, he recalled  various incidents
like the Gunpowder P lot, the 1742 M assacre of French Huguenots and the .
battle of the Boyne. In conclusion the Duke of Northumberland spoke of his
"solemn belief that the disestablishm ent and disendowment 
of the Irish Church is  but a step to a general revolution 
in Church and State. It is  the duty of all men to whom the 
consolations of the Church are dear, who wish to see  the 
rights of property maintained and that every man may enjoy 
the fruits of his labour, whether whig, radical or Tory, 
to do their utmost to preserve them. "*2 •
The campaign against disestablishm ent continued with a sm aller  Conservative
party m eeting a month la ter . On this occasion Mr .. H. K isbey, a London
barrister representing "The Protestant Defence A ssociation of Ulster"
gave a lecture entitled "The Irish and the P resent Attack on the Constitution. "*
The Guildford L iberals for their part, were still concerned with the question
of reform . The Gazette claim ed the largest attendance ever for a Guildford
political gathering when the town's "Reform Association" held a m eeting  
4in O ctober.* Over 1, 500 people were said to have filled  the County and
*1 William St. John Brodrick was son and heir of Lord Midleton and was 
elected Guildford's MP in 1885.
*2 Ibid.
*3 Gazette 28th August.
*4 Gazette 17th October. :
Borough Halls to capacity, with still others unable to get in. P rofessor  
Thorold Rogers of Oxford was the guest speaker "to further the understanding 
of the newly enfranchised" about the political issu es of the day. A resolution  
was passed
"That the many deficiencies in the recent Reform Act should 
claim  early attention from the next Parliam ent - the ratepaying 
c la u se s , the system  of lodger representation, the 
distinguishing characteristics of the three-cornered  
constituencies, and the absence of the ballot being radical 
defects which must be im m ediately rem edied."
The West Surrey L iberals were faced with the problem of B r iscoe 's  votes
against Gladstone's motions on Reform and the Irish Church. At a m eeting
of the West Surrey Liberal A ssociation, it was resolved that two candidates
should be brought forward to contest the election, in opposition to B riscoe
and the Conservative Cubitt.*^ At the end of July, Frederick Pennington of
Dorking, (a friend of Cobden, zealous free-trader and form erly an active
2
m em ber of the Anti-Corn Law League), agreed to stand.* No other suitable
Liberal candidate came forward. The Gazette expressed its disappointment
that B riscoe should choose to fight the election without any explanation of
his parliamentary conduct. Acknowledging B riscoe's support for Reform
and the Liberal interest in the past, the journal nonetheless felt that his
stand against Gladstone's Irish policy represented a "Stumbling-block in the
way of every true Liberal". * The paper hoped B riscoe might be able to
modify his position to facilitate "a fair and free reconciliation" with the 
3
Liberal party. * But it was not to be, and at the time of the election , the 
G azette was still voicing "the deep regret" of many L iberals at this rift, 
particularly as "universal and great respect" for B riscoe continued to 
abound.*^
In his address, B riscoe set him self firm ly against d is-establishm ent of the 
Irish Church.
"While I am fully prepared to a ss is t  in correcting whatever, 
may require reform , I cannot support any m easure
_______ for its d is-estab lishm ent, 11 he declared. MI ________ _____
*1 Ibid 18th July.
*2 Ibid 31st July.
*3 Ibid 4th September.
*4 Ibid 23rd October.
can xruiy am rm  max my past voxes in Jr'ariiament 
have been given from an honest and careful consideration  
of the public good; and you may rely that I shall continue 
to be an earnest and consistent advocate of peace and 
p rogress , retrenchment and Reform. "*1
The Standard commented on B riscoe's "peculiar position":
"There cannot be a doubt that a large section of the 
Conservative Party will be inclined to give the 
honourable gentleman their support. No one can 
doubt that Mr. B riscoe is perfectly honest in his 
support of the Church in Ireland. "
This suggestion of Tory support made the Tim es assessm en t of the situation
look suspect. The paper predicted victory for Pennington and Cubitt:
"Mr. B riscoe declares that he will go to the poll, but 
nearly all his old friends have deserted him. He has 
no com m ittee, no agents, and his canvassing is  very  
desultory and feeble. "*2
But these problem s were largely  solved by an agreement with Cubitt. B riscoe
united with him for the purposes of conveying electors to the poll, whilst
Lee Steere (chairman of Cubitt's election committee) issu ed  a circu lar
saying that "it would much gratify" the com m ittee if e lectors split their
• ' ■ 3votes between Cubitt and B riscoe .*  The Tim es reported that "the course of 
election has been to a considerable degree determined by the proceedings at 
the nomination" when Conservatives were recommended again to give their
4
second vote for B riscoe because of his stance on the Irish Church question.*
For the Gazette, the duty of L iberal e lectors was plain enough. "However
painful it may be to break with old associations" plumpers should be cast
for Pennington owing to B riscoe's "quasi-coalition" with the C onservatives
which aroused "the gravest doubts" about the latter's future support for
5
the Liberal party in P arliam ent.*
George Cubitt in his address lis ted  the government's achievem ents: 
extension of the franchise and the squashing of a "dangerous (Fenian) conspiracy 
at home" coupled with a "wise and concilatory" foreign policy. He regretted  
there had been insufficient tim e for the government to deal with reform  of
*1 Address dated 5th August, in Standard 15th August.
*2 The Tim es 20th October.
*3 Ibid 1st Decem ber.
*4 Ibid 30th November.
*5 Gazette 27th November.
bankrupcy laws and to extend education. On the issu e  of the moment,
Cubitt said:
"I am opposed to the disendowment and disestablishm ent 
of the Irish Church as unjust to our Protestant fellow  
subjects in Ireland; as tending to excite religious 
animosity; as separating religion from government; 
and as a dangerous interference with freehold property; 
but I am prepared to support any change in the distribution 
of its revenues if found n ecessa ry . "*1
For his part, Pennington took up the Gazette's theme of D israeli's  lack
of principle.
"For m ore than two years Mr. D israeli and his party have 
retained office by sacrificing their opinions on the m ost 
vital questions. P olitical m orality ,M he contended,
"will be vindicated when the nation receives a leader  
in Mr. Gladstone, distinguished for earnestness and 
adherence to his conscientious convictions. Amongst 
Imperial questions, the state of Ireland demands im m ediate 
attention. I approve of the m easure sketched by Mr.
Gladstone in his recent speeches in the House of Commons 
for the D is-establishm ent and Dis-endowment of the Irish  
Church. The position of that Church is  a scandal to us 
at home and abroad and is  felt to be a great wrong by four- 
fifths of the Irish people. The proposed m easure would be 
an act of justice that would allay religious anim osities and 
give hope to Ireland that other m easures of justice would 
follow. As a mem ber of the Church of England I repudiate 
any attempt to injure its character by identifying it with the 
Irish establishm ent. I think the question next in im portance",
Pennington continued,uis  that of our educational system .
Since the extension of the E lectoral Franchise to great 
numbers of the working c la sse s , there is  a m ore im perative  
n ecessity  that a large and comprehensive schem e of National 
Education should be a s soon as possib le be proposed in 
P arliam ent." *2
The L iberal candidate a lso  mentioned retrenchment - "I am in favour of 
greater economy in our National Expenditure, especially  in the M ilitary  
and Naval Departments". Retrenchment, the Irish Church controversy, 
and the completion of Reform, were the issu es  stressed  by the Gazette as 
m atters of concern to all L iberals. Having referred to the strong p ersonalities  
of the rival party lead ers, the paper felt nevertheless, that the princip les  
raised  by these various questions would eclipse "personal in fluences" .*
*1 Address dated 6th August in Standard 15th August.
*2 Pennington's address dated 17th August, in Gazette 21st August.
*3 Ibid.
At the nomination, the candidates reiterated their v iew s. On the Irish
Church issu e , B riscoe said: "I can only prom ise to give an honest and
independent vote". As to his understanding with the C onservatives, B riscoe
claim ed that all he had done was to unite with them for conveying electors
to the poll. His offer of a sim ilar  arrangement with Pennington had been
turned down.*"  ^ The contest resulted in victory for Cubitt and B riscoe with
3,000 and 2 ,826 votes respectively  to Pennington's 1 ,757 . At every polling
centre the latter remained firm ly in third place, even trailing in the m ore
radical areas like Godalming and Farnham where he gained only 21% and
24% of the vote respectively . When Pennington's defeat was obvious, a mob
went on the rampage in Godalming, sm ashing the windows of Conservatives'
2
homes and the Angel Hotel, Cubitt's com m ittee room s.* According to the 
Tim es any respectable individuals who were unfortunate enough to encounter 
the rabble were a lso  indiscrim inately assaulted, although the Gazette claim ed  
the accounts of the disturbances in the London p ress were "very greatly  
exaggerated".* Pennington's agents in the town, George White and Richard  
Ev.e,*^ wrote to the Gazette asserting  that "no d iscreet and respectable man" 
had been assaulted by the crowd. They admitted, however, that som e of 
Cubitt's friends who had them selves been drinking, received som e rough
handling. The two agents rejected Cubitt's allegation that they had retained
■ ' 5beer shops in a profligate m anner.*
Pennington attributed his defeat to the "secret coalition" between B riscoe
6and the C onservatives.* The Gazette concurred:
"there can be no question that he (B riscoe) owes his 
election entirely to the Conservative Party . On the 
question of the day - on which indeed, the recent 
elections have entirely hinged - the honourable mem ber 
: goes to Parliam ent pledged 'body and sleeves' to vote 
against the Liberal leader. "*7
Certainly the P o ll Books indicate that B riscoe owed his election to the T ories.
In the Guildford d istrict, for example, of the 654 electors who voted for
Cubitt, 81% supported B riscoe as w ell. Sim ilarly, of the town's 107
*1 Gazette 1st Decem ber.
*2 The Tim es 1st Decem ber.
*3 Gazette 5th Decem ber.
*4 White was a Guildford so licitor, Eve an advocate in A ldershot.
*5 Gazette 11th Decem ber.
*6 The Tim es 1st December;
*7 Gazette 1st Decem ber.
electors with a dual enfranchisement who supported the Conservatives
at the 1868 Borough contest, 83% (excluding abstensions) voted for both
Cubitt and B riscoe. The latter received minimal support from sim ilarly
enfranchised Liberal e lectors. Only 13% of them gave him a vote, leaving
m ost Liberal sym pathisers - 83% in all - to plump for Pennington. Overall
amongst the Guildford County electors, Pennington received only 18%.of the
vote. The Gazette felt that, "comparatively unknown to the County . .  .
lie was unable to make headway against the 'No Popery' cry". The clergy
were accused of inciting religious intolerance. Their influence over the rural
electorate was one reason for the G azette's demand for the ballot.
"The operation of the extension of the franchise in the 
counties has shown beyond all dispute that the larger  
proportion of the £12 voters are under the influence of the 
village m agnates. The nobleman, the squire, the c lergy ­
man, the law yer, bring each and all a power to bear upon 
the sm aller voter. It is  a sheer farce to talk of freedom  
of opinion or political independence in such cases . "*1
But did the clergy play a crucial role in securing Pennington's defeat by
whipping up anti-Catholic prejudice? On a national lev e l, the Tim es
reported "less rancour" than normal at the elections, with the "No Popery"
2
cry having done "little m isch ief" .*  Hanham. a sser ts  that although D israeli
aimed to m obilise the Anglican clergy on his behalf, Protestant enthusiasm  .
3proved difficult to arouse in the country as a whole. * N either did the 
Gazette itse lf  report any instances during the campaign of loca l clergym en  
playing on fears of ritualism  and Popery to turn electors against Pennington. 
There thus seem s no evidence to suggest that the influence of the clergy  
in West Surrey was significantly stronger in the 1868 contest than norm al.
With the Guildford Borough reduced to one MP, the contest there was 
particularly fierce . Prior to the election, the Reform League sent two
of its agents - J. B. Leno (a w orking-class poet) and W. C. W orley - to
. 4
a sse ss  the situation in the town. * They found local L iberal lead ers somewhat
p essim istic  about Onslow's chances of election.
"Ever since the elevation of Bovill and the return of 
G arth," they reported, "there has been a system atic plan 
pursued for debauching the e lectors. This plan con sists
*1 Ibid. ’
*2 The Tim es 11th November.
*3 Hanham op cit p. 214. , _
*4 Reform League Report of Guildford in George Howell C ollection,
Bishops gate Institute.
of holding periodical m eetings at alternate public 
houses, at which drink is  given away ad lib itu m ."
At one such Tory "Punch Meeting" held at the Ram Inn, 110 people were
said to have been present, with 60 bowls of punch at 1 0 /- (50p) a bowl being
consumed. The average cost of such a m eeting was reputedly from £30 to
£40, whilst the cost of Garth's la st election was put at £3, 700 compared with
Onslow's expenses of £160.
"What wonder then, " the agents commented, "that 
there are only three Liberal Public Houses in the Borough, 
or that any landlord should become eloquent in praise  
of Garth. . . The political m orality of this town is ,  to say  
the lea st, extrem ely discouraging not one but nearly all 
with whom we have come in contact, estim ate the value 
of the vote by what it w ill fetch in the market; and openly 
proclaim  their intention of making what they can of it. "
Consequently Leno felt Liberal prospects "will rest upon the amount of
Bribery, m ore especially  if the new E lectors are framed of no better
m aterial, than the old ones. "
The Liberal cause was not helped either, by the seem ingly inevitable intra-
party sp lit. On this occasion the West Surrey Tim es had come out against
Onslow's candidature on the grounds that he had no money, although the
agents were able to report that the "breach has been modified, if  not entirely
healed*^' At one stage Onslow h im self had announced .his intention not to
seek re-election  because of the great expense involved, despite the offer
2
of a subscription to pay all his expenses.*  Having decided to stand, .Onslow
, 3later explained he had been reluctant to come forward because of his age.*
In his address, Onslow referred first to the Reform A ct:-
"The day wiU soon arrive which the Liberal Party have been  
long expecting - the day of an increased franchise - and 
although that boon, like.the Repeal of the Corn Laws and 
the Emancipation of the Catholics, has been conceded by a 
Tory Government, it has been won at the point of L iberal 
bayonets from a m ost reluctant foe."
As an Anglican h im self, Onslow made his position perfectly c lear  on the Irish
Church issue:
"I belong to the Church of the B ib le ," he stated, "and 
sincerely  believe that the disestablishm ent of the State 
Church in Ireland w ill tend to strengthen real religion
*1 Ibid (Unfortunately no copies of the Surrey Tim es survive for these  
m onths. . ,
*2 Gazette 4th July.
*3 Gazette 22nd August (A rather strange excuse since he was only 54,
although his health was not very good).
and goodwill throughout that land, by doing to others 
as would they should do unto us. "*1
Garth, on the other hand, projected h im self as a staunch supporter of Church
and State. He claim ed to be a friend of Ireland in not wanting to destroy its
Protestant Church, although lie undertook to support any n ecessary  reform s
2which fe ll short of d isestablishm ent. *
According to Henry Peake, "very great earnestness and bitterness " was
3exhibited throughout the contest. * Onslow particularly objected to the
activ ities of Dr. T. J. S e lls . Allegedly an attempt had been made to persuade
a M rs. Clarke either to get her husband to switch his vote from Onslow to
Garth or to absent h im self from Guildford on polling day. Sells , who had
perform ed an operation on Clarke in the past, apparently offered to pay for
the lo ss  of wages involved. The Doctor, however, explained the offer away
as a je s t , denying that the suggestion of a day's holiday at his expense had
4been made ser io u sly .*  On the Tory sid e, Garth wrote a le tter  to the Tim es
5
complaining of "a set of roughs" who were impeding his can vass.*  A satirical 
poster was issued , purporting to compare the expenses incurred by the 
"Constitutional Candidate" during a canvass at Broadwater, with the outlay of 
the L iberals. (See F ig .22 ).
Later a m eeting of the Guildford Conservative A ssociation in the Public
Halls had to be adjourned to the White Hart Inn because of the "shameful
6behaviour" of a section of Onslow's supporters.*  The rowdyism continued
at the nomination. Both Garth and Onslow were unable to make them selves
heard above the din. The Tim es felt that "a m ore uproarious nomination"
7had never been w itnessed in the town.* The polling which followed resulted  
in a narrow victory for Onslow, by 536 votes to 515,
Teftf issu es  were raised during the election. Slogans carried  around were  
of the uncompli mentary personal variety , such as "Dirty Dick" (referring
8to Richard Garth) and "The Doctor's Knife" (possibly a reference to S e lls .)*
*1 Address dated 16th July in Gazette 25th July.
*2 Gazette 21st August. .
*3 P eake's D iaries p. 415.
*4 Gazette 6th November. .
*5 Tim es 22nd October.
*6 Standard 14th November.
*7 Tim es 17th November,
*8 Gazette 17th N ovem ber. ,
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RETURN OF EXPENSES incurred by the Con­
stitutional Candidate during his canvass in enter- 
taining the Electors at Broadwater, on the 22nd 
day of September, 1868, published in pursuance of 
17 and 18 Vic. chap. 102, s. 4.
£ s. d.
1300 Buns, at 13 for Is. . . . .  ' . . . .  . . . .  . . . .  . . . . 5 0 0
lOlbs. Tea, at 1 s. 6d..............  . . . .  . . . .  . . . .  . . . . 0 15 0
50 quarts Skim Milk, at 2d.............  . . . .  . . . .  . . . .  . . . . 0 8 4
1 Firkin Butler, at lOd........  . . . .  . . . .  . . . .  . . . . 2 0 0
100 Loaves (seconds) . . . .  . . . .  . . . .  . . .  ' . . . . 2 18 4
Meat, as per invoice • • • •. • • • • • • • • . . . .  . . . . 4 2 0
Beer, as per Contract . . . .  . . .  . . . .  . . . .  . . . . 2 ' 0 0
Hire of Crockery from a Voter . . . .  . . . .  . . . .  . . . . 5 0 0
Hire of B o o th s ...........  . . . .  . . .  . . . .  . . . . 10 0 0
Paid for Embellishments—“ Welcome ” and “ Tea & Welcome,” (done by a Voter) 2 0 0
Music . . . .  . . . .  . . . .  . . . .  . . . .  . . . . 1 0 0
Seven Policemen . . . .  . . . .  . . . .  . . . .  . . . .  . . . 1 15 0
Waiters, including Dick, Jessie, Winter Pink, Uncle Balls, Sc Billy Rags, (all Voters) 17 0 0
Men to run after the boys, including Murray (not Voters) . . . .  . . . . 0 5 0
£ 5 4 3 8
The Liberal Candidate having failed to make 
any Return of his Expenses in reference to the 
same Entertainment, the following particulars 
have been obtained from other sources.
£  s. d.
4000 Roughs engaged to assist in the Entertainment, at 5s. . . . .  . . . .  1000 0 0
30 Canvassers for Roughs, 7 days, at £  I . . . .  . . .  . . . .  210 0 0
Travelling expenses of Roughs from various places, average 2s............... . . . .  400 0 0
Refreshments for Roughs, as they could only get grass at Broadwater, at 2s. 6d. each 500 0 0
£2110 0 0
(Signed)
' M . L IT T L E P E IC E
Deputy Official General.
G. 3 4 0 1
N O T  T O  B E  R E P R O D U C E D  
W I T H O U T  P E R M I S S I O N
F or the C onservatives, Dodsworth Haydon, the banker, drew a se r ie s  
of cartoons lampooning Onslow.*'*’ Conspicuously placed in each drawing 
was a cat - early in the campaign Onslow had accused Garth of advocating 
the use of the cat o' nine ta ils in the army and had la ter  said disparagingly 
that all "the old cats" in the place were helping the T ories. Haydon's talent 
as an artist was greater than that as a poet. One p iece, entitled "The 
Skittle Alley" depicting Onslow astride a barrel with a cat in his lap, 
was accompanied by the v e rse :-
"if you want a man 
To rule a skttle alley  
I am just the man
Kind friends around me ralley (sic)
If you want a man
To the Commons fit to go
Then I am not the man
So you must not send ONSLOW. "*2
It is  interesting that none of the cartoons made any reference to the Irish  
Church question which was clearly  the chief issu e  at the election . The 
Gazette warned its readers: -
"The No Popery Cry has been adopted by the Conservatives - 
with D israeli at their head, as a party manoeuvre . . . The 
Conservatives have no programme but the maintenance of 
that gigantic injustice, the Irish Church . . . That every  
effort will be exerted by the Conservatives to fan and 
inflame the fears of English Protestants and to arouse  
anim osity - the m ost bitter anim osity - against the Catholics 
no doubt can be entertained.... . We repeat, the professed ly  
religious cry was put forth is  m ainly if not entirely a party 
cry. "*3
Onslow expressed sim ilar  sentim ents:-
"The T ories, having hoisted the fa lse signals o f'N o  
Popery' and 'The Church in Danger' I hope I am addressing  
a body of e lectors too intelligent to be deluded by such 
devices."*4
But judging from the exchanges that took place between John M ansell, a grocer  
in the High Street , and the m em bers of General Sir P eter  C raigie's household, 
this was a somewhat pious hope. In a letter  to the Gazette M ansell explained
*1 Reproduced in Some Election R em iniscences by Edwin Bonner. 
*2 Ibid p. 13.
*3 Gazette 23rd October. '
*4. Address, Gazette 25th July.
how the fam ily had tried  to persuade him not to vote for Onslow. F irst he 
was asked by M iss Craigie if he would oblige her mother by voting for Garth.
A negative reply brought the response: "But the Irish Church - What a 
dreadful thing it is  - what are the poor clergym en to do if that is  d is-estab lishe  
and dis-endowed? " M ansell was later asked to wait upon Lady Craigie at 
Millmead House. "Did he realise  the consequences of Gladstone and Bright 
coming to power?" she enquired. "If they do" she reputedly said , "Ireland 
will be handed over to the Pope". On the evening before the poll M ansell 
received a note from General Craigie requesting him to refrain from voting 
for Onslow. Having failed to accede to the demand, four days la ter  another 
m essage arrived from the General asking Mansell to make up the fam ily's  
account to Saturday 21st November, after which date he was not to send to 
M illmead House for further orders. Craigie said he had taken care not to 
withdraw his account before polling "that it might not be said to be 
intimidation."*'*'
Presum ably this correspondence was one example to, which the Gazette had 
referred the previous week. The paper said that various le tters w ere in 
circulation substantiating claim s that "many working-men" had been d ism issed  
and that shop-keepers had lost custom through voting for Onslow. No m ore 
specific instances, however, were quoted. Similar general allegations were  
also made by the West Surrey Tim es.
"We much regret that our Tory friends take their defeat 
in the Borough with such bad grace, " the paper said.
Reports reach us from various quarters of working­
men discharged, tradesm en deprived of custom , and 
even washerwomen deprived of their weekly or fort­
nightly engagements on account of their husbands' 
liberal p ro c liv itie s . We know because the Corporation 
is  Tory, and because certain magnates have with good 
resu lts to them selves always been on the Tory side, 
that because it is  presum ed that the borough is  to be 
given up in perpetuity to the cause of a stupid obstructiveness.
The T ories, however, have encountered their N em esis.
They passed a m easure of household suffrage in the 
teeth of their own convictions for the paltry consideration  
of office and now nearly every borough in the country has 
decided against them. It is  the sam e in Guildford, the 
w orking-class accession  to the constituency has broken 
the neck of Guildford Toryism , and despite the combined 
efforts of clergym en, bankers, doctors, b rew ers, and the
*1 Gazette 1st December.
cixxj.j-gxiLcu xcxiixiiiiy ux mti piace, me worKing-men 
have asserted  their intelligence and independence. "*1
There was som e truth in this latter statem ent, in that the labour vote, 
which had m arginally favoured the Conservatives in 1866, now gave a 
majority of ten to the Liberal side. (See Table 51 ). Of .far greater  
importance to the outcome of the contest, was the increase of 10% in L iberal 
support amongst the craftsm en, Onslow gaining an advantage of nearly  
fifty votes over h is opponent. M oreover, when the wealthier em ployer/ 
capitalist c la sse s  are excluded from the craft vote, Onslow's majority  
stretched to eighty votes. With the craftsm en representing the largest  
occupational group in the electorate, it was indeed possib le for them to 
"assert their independence". The Guildford c lerg y /b a n k ers , doctors 
and brewers that the Tim es also mentioned, were alm ost solidly Conservative 
Obviously of m ore significance than the number of their personal v o te s , 
was the amount of influence they wielded. A letter  in the lo ca l p r e ss ,
remarked on how the drivers of brewers' vans voted "like m aster like .
2 ' 
man",* while 81% of the brewers' tenants a lso  supported the Tory cause.
Table 51 : Voting by Occupational and Social C lass in 1868 (Percentages)
C lass 1
Gentlemen
Higher P rofessions
Capitalists and The Rich
C lass 2
All P rofessions  
Subprofessions 
Moderately Wealthy
Class 3 
R etailers
Petty Entrepreneurs 
Class 4
Craftsmen .
C lerical
C lass 5 
Labour
Occupational Class 
Garth Onslow
66
68
50
(38
(61
44
48
34
32
50
62)
39)
56
52
Social C lass 
Garth Onslow
74
57
51
38
48
26
43
49
62
52
Times 28th November.
*2 Times 30th October 1897
showed a high degree of party solidarity. Taking those who supported all. 
their party's candidates at the 1869 Council e lection s,87% on either side had 
also voted for the appropriate Parliam entary candidate in 1868. Sim ilarly, 
amongst electors from the previous Parliam entary contest of 1866, 96% 
of Garth's supporters repeated their vote for him, while 97% of Liberal 
supporters stayed loyal to their party. Compared with the 1858 contest, 
when Onslow had first stood for Parliam ent, Liberal electors showed a lower 
degree of consistency than their Conservative counter-parts. Out of over two 
hundred electors from 185 8 who voted again in 1868, 94% of the Tories 
repeated their party vote whereas the figure for the L iberals was 86% - 
despite Onslow's common candidature. Unfortunately for Garth, loyalty  
to the Conservative cause did not characterise the voting of the newly- 
enfranchised. Such electors split 55-45% in favour of the L iberals, only 
the upper two socia l c la sse s  favouring the Conservatives. Amongst the "old" 
electorate, on the other hand, Garth captured 52% of the vote, with all but 
the C lass 4 of ordinary craftsm en and c ler ica l workers supporting the T ories. 
In this sen se , the 1867 Reform Act cost the Conservatives the election.
But the result was not allowed to go unchallenged. A petition signed by three  
of the town's leading Conservatives - Thomas Bowyer, W illiam Elkins 
and William Triggs - was lodged against Onslow's return. A llegations w ere  
made of bribery, treating and intimidation. Peake recollected  that "the
Tory Party were bitterly disappointed, and those of us who had helped to
bring it about had to experience a good deal of unpleasantness to put the 
m atter in the m ildest form . He explained.
"I had held the position of Borough Surveyor at the tim e  
som e three or four years; and having under me a number 
of m en, I had been extrem ely careful as to my bearing 
towards them during the election, and would not allow  
a word or sign on the work, either one way or the other, 
during my presence. It was well that I had acted in that 
way; for I found that during the concoction of the Petition, 
the men were prim ed and interrogated as to my action 
but happily nothing could be obtained in that way to help the 
petition ers. n*2
The Gazette thought that the Conservatives would probably rely  on "a chapter
*1 Peake op c itp . 415.
*2 Peake op cit p. 416-417.
of accidents” to substantiate their case . The basis of the petition was, 
said the paper, ''shrouded in m ystery and secrecy" . An anonymous C onser­
vative supporter was quoted as saying that the Tories had been "fairly 
beaten". There had been "little if any bribery or corruption" though "influence 
and intimidation were freely  used". He also  considered that the contest 
had been "the hottest and most severe ever fought in Guildford since the 
days of Baring W all. " * 1
2The petition was heard at Guildford by Justice W illes.*  The Conservatives
cited various cases of bribery. Onslow's agent Quilley (a clerk for R u sse ll's ,
the so licitors) was alleged, for instance, to have had a hand in giving money
to a shoemaker called C areless. It was also alleged that free beer was
provided for anyone visiting Onslow's com m ittee rooms at the White Lion
Inn. Champagne was said to have been flying about in all directions there,
3
on the day of election .*  But the m ost substantial charge concerned the paymen 
of £5 travelling expenses to each of two Royal Engineers from C hester, who 
p ossessed  the vote through being stationed at Guildford during Ordinance 
Survey work. That the so ld iers had received such money from the hands of 
Robert Hanford (a reporter for the West Surrey Times) was not in doubt.
What the court had to consider was the vexed question of agency, and M rs.
4 'John Hughs'* testim ony that the payment had been made on her initiative
alone. No evidence was produced to link Onslow's com m ittee with the
transaction. Consequently, after a four days enquiry, Onslow's election
was upheld, though the judge ruled that the petitioners had "prima facie"
grounds for the action. Each party thus bore their own co sts . Justice
W illes held the cases of undue influence and treating were "flimsy" and
"weak" with the quantities of drink involved not being ex cess iv e . On the
question of corruption he said, "We have no evidence whatever of.the
5
prevalence of general bribery at the election."* The C onservatives' ca se  
in this respect was not helped by the revelation that one w itness was prom ised
*1 Gazette 15th January 1869.
*2 Under the provisions of the 1868 Election Petitions Act the tr ia l of
petitions was transferred from Parliam ent to special courts, presided  
over by a Common Law Court judge, sitting without a jury.
*3 The Tim es 20th January.
*4 Since her husband's death, proprietress of the West Surrey T im es .
*5 The Tim es 2 3th January .
£150 expenses upon testim ony that he had been proferred a bribe. The 
petitioners commented that £30 had in fact been openly paid to the witness 
because money had to be spent to procure evidence from such individuals.
In its rem arks on the hearing, the West Surrey Tim es said,
"It is  im perative -  absolutely im perative - that election  
contests for the future must be fought on a different plan.
It is  sufficiently c lear that irregular expenditure of any 
kind cannot be indulged in without seriously  risking the 
return of a candidate. "*1
Peak rem em bers how "great was the enthusiasm and wild the demonstrations 
of the L iberals when after the judgement Mr. Onslow was brought in triumph
n .« 2on the shoulders of the people, to his head-qUarters at the White Lion Hotel. * 
As a tangible mark of their esteem , the Liberal ladies of the Borough decided
to present Onslow with a loving-cup. The occasion produced "a dazzling
„ 3scene of beauty and brilliancy in the Borough H alls.*  Against a white back­
cloth emblazoned with the motto "honesty is  the best policy" Onslow compared 
the Tory petition with "a drowning man in his death struggles clutching at 
a straw . . .  an act of desperation to tear away the hard fought for prize we had 
won". He felt that his majority should have been at lea st 100. Such an outcome 
was prevented by what he called "the suspicious circum stances" of 46 breaches 
of prom ise on polling day . As for the two engineers from C hester, Onslow 
suggested their commanding officer in Guildford was politically  biased and 
had deliberately posted them away on the eve of the election to prevent them  
from voting.
"Mrs Hughs undertook out of her own pocket and so lely  on 
her own responsibility to pay the expenses of these two 
poor men not with a view to coerce their vote, but to enable 
them to record it in accordance with their wish and d esire . "
Onslow concluded with the assertion  that "the contest was 
fought on the fa irest and purest principles and aH those 
conversant with elections admitted that it was the p u rest  
election ever known at Guildford. "*4
1868 marked the zenith of Onslow's popularity in Guildford. In the following  
years the obsessive  way in which he championed the cause of the Tichborne 
claimant lost him support. A verse  celebrating Onslow's double su ccess  in
*1 West Surrey Times 29th January.
*2 Peake op c i t p .416.
*3 Ibid.
*4 Gazette 26th March. ■
1868, was particularly ironic in view of la ter  events. Entitled MF aire  
Gilforde and her Lovier" (sic) it extolled the romance between the fair  
maiden Guildford, and the noble knight Onslow. V erses 13 - 18 ran:-
nSo noble Onslow from the strife ,
A two-fold conqueror cam e,
While joyful crowds, with deafening shouts 
His deeds and praise procla im .
No other mate shall Gilforde have -
Than Onslow, brave and true,
Place-hunting knaves, a warning take,
For me you'll never do.
A thousand hearts rejoiced to see  
This union complete;
A thousand happy voices join 
This happy pair to greet.
With them w e’ll  sing "God Save the Queen"
And b less this maid and youth;
And long may Surrey famous be 
.For purity and truth. M*1
Quoted by Peake op cit p .429.
CHAPTER TEN
The Conservative Domination of the Guildford Constituency 1874-1900
a) The Guildford Election of 1874.
b) The Guildford Election of 1880.
c) The Guildford Division Elections of 1885 and 1886.
d) The Guildford Constituency 1886-1900.
Preface
During the la st quarter of the 19th Century the Conservatives com pletely  
dominated the Guildford constituency. Throughout the period they exploited  
Gladstone’s various proposals for Ireland to project the L iberals as 
revolutionaries, intent on "the secularisation of the Church, the spoliation  
of property, the destruction of individual freedom , the subversion of the 
Constitution. "* Even the m oderate Irish Church Act of 1869 was labelled  
"the Church Robbery Bill" by the local Tory p ress . Such prejudices 
concerning the "subversive" tendencies of the L iberals were quickly 
confirm ed by the C ollier affair and the abolition of the purchase system  in  
the arm y. Sim ilarly the strenuous opposition to Bruce's L icensing Act was 
based partly on its alleged interference with the rights of property. M easures 
like this alienated various in terests, although in Guildford the brew ers had 
always been solidly Conservative. The L iberals' lo ss  of the 1874 Guildford 
contest was not because of a "torrent of gin and beer". It was principally  
Guildford Onslow's involvement with the Tichborne claimant that cost him  
his seat. For a loca l issu e  to play such an important role at a Guildford 
contest, was by this tim e the exception rather than the rule.
*1 A dvertiser  27th July 1895.
In the late 1870's, foreign affairs tended to dominate national p o lit ic s . 
P articularly as agriculture was affected by a depression at this tim e, there 
was a widespread feeling in West Surrey that domestic m atters were being 
unduly neglected. Yet at the 1880 E lection, the West Surrey L iberals could 
find no candidate w illing to enter the expense of a contest. Locally the 
farm ers were not a vocal c la ss . The Liberal Gazette spoke bitterly of the 
indifference to the tenants' interest shown by the Commons "in which all 
agricultural representation is  Conservative and anti-reform ing, and the 
bulk of Liberal representation is  ignorant of agriculture".
At the 1885 E lection, although the slogan "three acres and a cow" did not 
feature in the local campaign, the L iberals em phasised the allotm ent's issu e . 
Ensor suggests that the rural electorate was won over by Chamberlain's 
"unauthorised program m e". Around Guildford, however, the proposals 
do not seem  to have been a great vote winner. P ossib ly  Lord Onslow's 
efforts in persuading his fellow landowners to provide allotm ents meant that 
local needs, in at least one respect, were being m et. But probably m ore  
significant was the way Guildford Conservatives exploited Chamberlain's 
talk of Church disestablishm ent to ra ise  the "Church in Danger" cry in a 
counter appeal to rural voters. Robert Blake contends that desire  for socia l 
reform was a consistently important factor in elections from 1885-1900.
Yet in the Guildford division, the enlarged electorate tended to shy away from  
radical change. During this period, the Conservative's share of the Guildford 
poll steadily increased , to stand at 62% in 1900.
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At the 1868 General Election, the L iberals gained a m ajority of 112 
sea ts. On taking office, Gladstone im m ediately introduced his Irish  
Church B ill. The West Surrey Tim es was full of praise for Gladstone's 
/ ’wonderful ability" and "consummate judgement" in getting the m easure  
quickly through the Com mons. *  ^ But the House of Lords remained as 
an obstacle. The Surrey A dvertiser reacted somewhat hysterically  to the 
confrontation.
"’The Church of Ireland', the people had set before them, 
but the Degradation of the P eers was not in the bond, " 
declared the paper, referring back to the 1868 Election.
"The House of Lords is the la st power in the Constitution 
that can withstand Mr. Gladstone, hence his anxiety to 
reduce it to a cypher . .  . We find him pushing rapidly 
on to the very utmost verge of Revolution, disorder and 
decay ." * 2
In the event, however, the Lords concentrated on securing for the Church 
the largest possib le endowment. The West Surrey Times acclaim ed  
the Act as "an extraordinary achievement. "* The A dvertiser was in no 
way m ollified by the alterations made in the Lords, calling the m easure  
"The Church Robbery Bill".
"After the overthrow of Irish Protestantism  and the 
Irish Church, it would be the height of folly to suppose 
he (Gladstone) meant not to attack the Church of 
England and other great institutions of the State."
Of its own part and that of the Conservative party, the paper said: .
"our hands are clean of the m ost iniquitous, retrograde 
and im politic act of legislation  that has disgraced any 
country in modern days . "*4
Gladstone was now free to deal with the question of Irish land-tenure. The 
A dvertiser's own prejudices about Liberal intentions led  it to pontificate  
about "the pet schem es of the revolutionary con fiscators. "* Consequently, 
when Gladstone published his Irish Land Bill early in 1870, the paper  
se ized  on the very moderate nature of its provisions as justifying previous 
cr itic ism s.
*1 Tim es 14th May 1869.
*2 A dvertiser 17th July,
*3 Tim es 6th August.
*4 A dvertiser 24th July .
*5 Ibid 4th September. . — .
"Mr. Gladstone refuses to confiscate the property 
of Irish landlords, or to attempt to do so- and he 
further refuses to give free land to the peasantry 
of Ireland. In these features of the Bill he has just 
laid  before Parliam ent, we have the m ost scathing 
rebuke to his own wild statem ents both prior to and 
since his advent to power, " the paper declared. *1
Hailed as "an act of justice" for Ireland by the West Surrey T im es, the non­
interference with the rights of property guarrcnteed the B ill an easy
2
passage through Parliam ent.*
About the sam e tim e, the government a lso  brought forward an Education
Bill. The L iberals' proposals adopted a com prom ise position on the issu e
of "unsectarian" education versus the religious principle. Efficient
denominational schools were left alone and provision was made for other
sch oo ls, where complete religious liberty was to be allowed. Locally .
elected school boards were given powers to levy rates, erect buildings
3
and to provide teach ers.*  The West Surrey Tim es felt it to be "an admirable
bill" and even the A dvertiser conceded that there was "muchto be said" for 
4it .*  The latter paper added, however,
"we can hardly go into the ecstacies over the bill 
that som e of our contem poraries have done; we 
object 'in toto' to the studied exclusion of all 
encouragement to the teaching of Christianity . ,  .
We want to see  England educated, but we do not' 
want to see her infidelised. "
The journal also took exception to the im post of local taxation and com pulsory
attendance. In two further artic les entitled "What Secularism  Is, " the
A dvertiser contended that "secularism  is  identical with Atheism" . , The
fate of secu larism  in the Education B ill, said the paper "entirely depends
on the subtlety with which its  inherent Atheism is  decently v e ile d ."
Suspecting revolutionary intent, the journal attributed to the secu la r ists  the
"hope that by rearing a whole generation in ignorance 
of God and a future state, they will succeed in rearing  
also  the requisite physical force for accom plishing  
. their great end - a redistribution of land and property. "*5
With the Bill having passed through Parliam ent during 1870, a m eeting was
held early in the following year in Guildford, opposing the creation of a
*1 . A dvertiser 19th February 1870.
*2 Tim es 19th February.
*3 Woodward op cit pp. 463-4.
*4 Tim es 19th February, A dvertiser 26th February.
*5 A dvertiser 4th and 2 5th June.
local school Board. It was argued that Guildford p o ssessed  sufficient
school places for its children without a Board which would n ecessita te  the
levying of a rate.*^ It was left to a correspondent a month later to deliver
a com prehensive reply to arguments that a loca l School Board was not needed,
that it would be too expensive, and that it was a "Godless" system . The
w riter pointed out that the Education Act foresaw instruction from the
Bible as being the rule in all School Boards, Consequently "unexpressed
objections" were suggested as being "very largely  the real cause of all
the bitter things" said against the Boards. The letter  concluded:
"There are men who seem  to believe, if they do not 
say, no catechism , therefore no religion; no 
artic les therefore no religion; no form ularies 
therefore no religion - only a new way of expressing  
th e  old cry - no Church therefore no rdigion. "*2
Ensor a sser ts that radical and nonconformist disappointment over the
com prom ise adopted in the Education Act, marked the beginning of the
■ 3
M inistry's decline in popularity. * In Guildford, however, no such 
opposition m anifested itse lf . The West Surrey Tim es expressed its  
satisfaction about the way in which the religious issu e had been resolved  
and alm ost two years la ter  remained a defender of the Act, feeling that
the nonconformists nationally would eventually acknowledge their m istake
. ,, .,.4m opposing the measure.'*'
Yet not all was well with the Liberal interest in West Surrey as a whole. 
August 1870 saw the death of the constituency's old Whig representative  
J. I. B riscoe, who had been elected in 1868 with Conservative support
because of his opposition to Gladstone's schem es for the Irish Church. The
Conservatives brought forward Lee Steere of Dorking, described by 
commentators as "a fine specim en of the old English gentleman" and as 
"one of the handsomest figures in the County". * His "splendid physique1* 
was also matched by "a geniality which made him a popular speaker".
Bonner adds: "He was not p ossessed  of eloquence, but on the other hand 
he could sing a good song". Steere's election address sim ply reflected  
■ his Conservative outlook, though a readiness was expressed to support
*1 The m eeting seem s to have been com posed of mainly Conservative  
e le c to r s .
*2 Times 18th March.
*3 R. C. K. Ensor England 1870-1914 p. 19.
*4 Times 18th June 1870 aijd 9th March 187*2.
*5 Times 11th October 1873 and Bonner op cit p. 16.
im provem ents to the political system  from either side of the House. He
also  hoped that Britain would help to bring peace to the Continent, and that
the government would keep the country's own defences at their maximum
possible efficiency. *  ^ The A dvertiser always considered that there would
be no opposition to Steer's election. Labelling the administration "The
Government of All the Failures." the paper argued that principles were at
stake since the m inistry's p o licies were not proving a su ccess "in any
area. " In particular the problem of Ireland was mentioned where peace
2
was not in sight despite the efforts of the L ib era ls .*  The West Surrey Tim es
felt that Frederick Pennington was the obvious person to succeed B riscoe ,
because of "the honest and forthright" manner in which he had contested
the previous West Surrey election ,*  Pennington's decision not to stand
was a disappointment for the journal, which could not believe that the
L iberals would allow a walkover to such a "weak" candidate as Steere.*^
Yet this proved to be the case. The A dvertiser commented:
"The non-production of a candidate in the Liberal in terest 
for so important a constituency is  certainly a valuable 
sign of the tim es".
The West Surrey Tim es was left to bemoan the lack of liberal organisation
in the area and particularly the moribund state of the party's local
5Registration Society.*
Other factors contributing to the M inistry's declining popularity included
its handling of foreign affairs. The 1871 London Convention, settling
R ussia's abrogation of the Black Sea neutrality agreem ent, was denounced
as a "humiliation" by the A d vertiser1: British pride was to be even m ore
dented by the Alabama affair, which particularly pre-occupied the Surrey
p ress during the sum m er of 1872. Though the Gazette and W est Surrey Tim es
strongly disputed the validity of the American ca se , both journals believed
Britain should negotiate a settlem ent in the interests of international m orality .
7
and p eace.*  Finally the Am ericans emerged with an award of £ 3 | m illion s.
Although Guildford Onslow thought it an "honourable and satisfactory" con- 
8 , 
elusion ,*  the A dvertiser forcible expressed its unmitigated contempt" for the
*1 A dvertiser 27th August 1870.
*2 Ibid.
*3 Tim es 20th August.
*4 Ibid 27th August. (Pennington was la ter  elected MP for Stockport at 
the 1874 General E lection .)
*5 Ibid 3rd September.
*6 A dvertiser 18th March 1871. .
*7 Gazette 20th February, T im es 7th September 1872.
*8  ,TT , ~-----------
governm ent's actions. Britain, the paper said, had comm itted no offence
either m orally or legally  against international la w .* ’*' Foreign affairs
generally were of greater in terest than normal to the loca l p ress at the
beginning of the 1870's. The course of the F raneo-P russian  war brought
about concern for Britain's security, if France should become "a degraded
2
fief of the modern Holy Roman Em pire".* The A dvertiser advocated the
holding of army m anoeuvres around Guildford, designed to block any
3enemy march on London.*
Concern about m ilitary efficiency was reflected in the introduction of an
Army Regulation B ill to abolish the system  of-obtaining com m issions and
promotion by purchase. Many Whigs in the Lords sided with the Conservatives
in defence of the purchase system , to keep officering as an occupation for 
4
gentlem en.* The A dvertiser considered the B ill's  importance was "one  
of the greatest in magnitude ever submitted to the British Parliam ent, " 
because the purchase system  had helped the army to achieve its,;m ost brilliant
5
triumphs!'* In the face of continued opposition from the L ords, the
government announced that purchase was abolished by royal warrant. The
upper House was thus forced to pass the B ill in order to ensure the generous
compensation for officers was obtained. The A dvertiser denounced the
manoeuvre as an abuse of the royal prerogative and as an affront to the
Lords. In the paper's eyes, the tactic confirmed Gladstone as "a. dangerous
enemy " to the lib erties of the country.* M oreover the C ollier affair, at the
end of 1871, provided further evidence as far as the A dvertiser was concerned,
of the adm inistration's subversive tendencies.
"The scandal of Sir R. C ollier's immediate translation from  
the Court of Common P leas to the Judicial. Committee, " said  
the journal, "must be a severe strain on the loyalties of men 
who look upon the British constitution as a palladium of 
liberty and honour. "*7
The paper felt that the Judicial bench had become "degraded" because of
8C ollier's lack of the requisite statutory qualifications for such a prom otion,*
*1 A dvertiser 28th September.
*2 A dvertiser 15th October 1870.
*3 Ibid 6th August.
*4 Ensor op cit pp 10-2.
*5 A dvertiser 18th March.
*6 A dvertiser 29th July.
*7 Ibid 9th December.
*8 Sir Robert C ollier , Attorney-General, was form ally appointed to a
Judgeship to enable him to become a m em ber of the Judicial Committee 
of the Privy Council.,
Having run into a brief storm  over its attempt to place a tax on m atches,
the administration succeeded in stirring up far more serious opposition
by its proposals to alter the licensing law s. The schem e laid down that
the number of licensed  houses should be reduced to conform with the
needs of the neighbourhood. For once the West Surrey Tim es was moved to
cr itic ise  a Liberal B ill, calling it "a m easure of the m ost com plicated and
im practicable character" which stood "not the slightest chance" of becoming
law without substantial m odifications. The paper considered the whole
licen sing  system  "a huge m istake,"  arguing that the liquor trade should
be treated like any other business, with free trade principles being applied
to the publican just as to other retailers.*'*' The A dvertiser too"felt
Bruce’s B ill to be "fanciful in the extrem e and would therefore be
im practicable of carrying out". With "sop after sop for the total abstainers"
the m easure for the A dvertiser did not take sufficient care of the publicans
2in terests whose property stood to suffer an enormous depreciation.* A
letter  supporting the journal's view s appeared shortly after.
"The present M inistry forced them selves into power on the 
principles of confiscation, " the w riter a sse r te d .! "So 
sweet was it to their taste that they can't forget it; it 
pervades their whole system  . . . Mr. Bruce's m easure  
is  im politic, crude arid unjust, wrong in theory and will 
not work in practice'.1*3
The West Surrey brewers naturally opposed the B ill. A m eeting at the Angel
Hotel in Guildford, chaired by Thomas Taunton, a local brewer , passed
various motions expressing
"amazement that it has been proposed to lim it the number 
of licen sed  houses to such an extent that the convenience 
of the Public must be m ost m aterially  interfered with."
It was a lso  contended that the current lim itation on trading hours was
sufficient and that it was "unconstitutional to unnecessarily interfere with the
4 f
rights of property. "* With the temperance party not supporting the B ill
either because it did not embody the principle of local veto, the government
withdrew its proposals. The Advertiser described the move as the M inistry's
"Capitulation of M etz".* Finally a much weaker though still contentious
Act became law the following year.
*1 Times 8th April.
*2 A dvertiser 8th April.
*3 Ibid 29th April,
*4 Tim es 29th April.
*5 A dvertiser 13th May.
Ensor sees it as no coincidence that the M inistry’s bye-election  defeats
began from the date of the 1871 Bill and cites the lo ss  of Liberal seats at
East Surrey and Plymouth to support his opinion. **' Superficially the case
of East Surrey seem s singularly appropriate^ to quote since the su ccessfu l
Conservative candidate was Jam es Watney junior. Yet the m easure was
not as much to the fore of the campaign as might have been expected.
Neither Watney in his address , nor more significantly the A dvertiser in
its verdict on the election, mentioned the L icensing B ill sp ecifica lly . The
paper felt that the voters had reacted against "the vagaries of church
disestablishm ent and landlord confiscation, abuse of the Royal Prerogative
and Parliam entary confusion" associated with the L ib era ls.*  The
journal also em phasised that the Liberal candidate, Gower, was
"inappropriate" for the constituency because he had been associated  with
3corruption and the disenfranchisem ent of R eigate.*  Locally the Guildford 
m agistrates abided by the intentions of the Act when they adopted early  
closing hours in September 1872. The A dvertiser predicted a closing tim e
of 10 or 11 p. m would cause "a great amount of dissatisfaction" amongst
4 • .the public.* At his annual constituency m eeting, Guildford Onslow
admitted that he had not voted for the Act because of its unpopularity
amongst the borough electors . Onslow maintained that the statute would not
succeed in enforcing sobriety, and that England in any case had le s s
drunkenness than other countries. He saw the m easure’s '"great redeem ing
clause" as that providing punishment for the adulteration of liq u or.* ' The
Gazette, unlike its  two riva ls, approved of the Licencing Act as a com prom ise  
6m easure.*  At least som e support too did exist in Guildford for a 
curtailment of opening hours. The "Association for stopping the sa le  of 
intoxicating liquors on Sunday" held one open m eeting in the town. The
Mayor, Alderman Shoobridge presided, whilst various nonconformist
. 7m inisters were prominent amongst those there .*  It is  perhaps significant ,
however, that the A ssociation’s m ore radical s is te r  organisation, the 
"United Kingdom A llia n ce ," never seem  to have held a m eeting in the 
Borough.
*1 Ensor op cit p. 23.
*2 A dvertiser 26th August.
*3 Ibid 19tli August.
*4 Ibid 28th September 1872.
*5 Tim es 26th October.
*6 Gazette 7th May.
*7 Ibid 19th March.
Over the Ballot Act, political passions were not raised unduly high, 
although varying positions were, adopted by the local journals. The 
West Surrey Tim es was always strongly in favour of secret voting and 
"despised" the argument that the ballot was "un-English".*^ The A dvertiser  
held just such an opinion, finding the ballot "utterly reprehensible in 
principle".
"Let those who will have secret voting;" the paper 
declared, "it never can be the proper way for an 
honest citizen to serve his country or to show his 
in terest in her welfare. "*2
The Gazette, on the other hand, took up a somewhat uneasy m id-way
position on the issu e .
"We cannot confess to any strong belief in the efficacy  
of the ballot as a protection to e lectors, other than in 
a few and exceptional ca ses . The great bulk of electors  
w ill still so 'wear' their opinions as to render their  
political bias known to all their neighbours . . . That 
a system  of secret voting may and w ill throw obstacles 
in the way, of both intimidation and bribery, cannot 
be doubted, and so far as it operates in that direction, 
nothing can be m ore desirable. "*3
Arguing that there is  "no good without som e drawback" the Gazette objected
to electors "being enabled to practice an organised hypocrisy and to carry
out a system  of profitable -  because non-detectable - falsehood and 
4
deception. * However, the paper pronounced the first use of the ballot m  
Guildford, at the 1872 municipal elections, to be "in every resp ect an 
unquestioned success."*^
During 1872 the government was afforded som e relief from cr itic ism  by
a popular budget, which reduced incom e tax, the house tax and duties 
6on coffee.*  But twelve months la ter , the adm inistration's continued
existence hung in the balance, with the defeat of its Irish U n iversities B ill.
The A dvertiser called the proposals "one of the most audacious sops to
Ultramontaneism that modern days have seen ,"  contending that a group of
some fifty Ultramontaine Sem inaries would be given a new vitality  through
7
their affiliation with Trinity College, Dublin.* The b ill, for creating
*1 Tim es 24th June 1871. *6 Ibid 26th March.
*2 A dvertiser 21st May 1870. *7 A dvertiser 1st March 1873.
*3 . Gazette 20th February 1872.
*4 Gazette 7th May.
*5 Ibid 5th November.
an Irish University to which Catholics would resort, fe ll between two 
stoo ls, arousing Protestant opposition whilst failing to satisfy Catholics. 
When the m easure was rejected by the Commons Gladstone resigned, but 
D israeli refused to form a minority government thereby forcing the L iberals 
to continue in office.*^
In West Surrey, the p ress was naturally m ore interested in m atters
concerning agriculture than.in various other national is su e s . Thus, whereas
scant attention was paid to the Trade Union Act of 1871, the question of
the Game Laws was of particular concern. The problem of game loca lly ,
first came to the fore with two letters to the West Surrey Tim es from
tenants of Lord Grantley. The identity of the latter was sc a rc e ly  veiled ,
a farm being referred to - partly in Wonersh and partly in Albury, owned
by a noble lord officially connected with our ancient borough” . The w riter
insinuated that because his son had been prosecuted for shooting a
pheasant, Lord Grantley had not repaired som e farm buildings which had
been accidently burnt down som e twelve months previously. It was a lso
alleged that le s s  corn was being left after threshing than had been originally
• planted because of the ravages of rabbits encouraged to flourish in Lord
2
Grantley's woods surrounding the farm .* In another letter  a second
farm er said that he could confirm the facts about the damage wrought by
rabbits but that this was only one case of many. Poorly kept land, he
contended, resulted from tenants being trapped and capital gradually being
lost through excessive  game or rents. "Gloating landlords" w ere pictured
3
"quietly picking the bones" of poor tenant farm ers.*  Lord Grantley 
him self denied there was any basis of truth in the le tte rs . No complaints 
of crops suffering from game had been made to him. His gam ekeepers, 
he asserted , had orders to keep game down, and rent was decreased from  
£80 to £60 a year when game was reserved fc3r the landlord. Against the
4
West Surrey Tim es Grantley obtained a rule n isi for crim inal inform ation.*
Though this episode disappeared from the columns of the p r e ss , the whole 
issu e  of game remained very much to the fore. The West Surrey Tim es 
regarded "excessive game preserving" as
*1 Ensor op cit pp 24-5.
*2 T im es 2 l'.st October.
*3 Ibid 28th October.
*4 Ibid 25th Novem ber.
"the greatest evil of the age, one which alienates c la s se s ,  
encourages the wildest and m ost revolutionary sentim ents, 
causes landlord and tenant to regard one another as 
enem ies, and creates general want of confidence. "*1
The paper did not feel such problems would be solved by H ardcastle's
Game Laws Amendment B ill, since pests like woodpigeons and crows
remained protected and no compensation was proposed for injury-to crops
causes by game. The Common's rejection of the Bill resulted in plans
2
for reform being shelved, much to the journal's d isgust.* In June, a
Chamber of Agriculture for Surrey was set up, consisting of both landlords 
• 3
and tenants. * Though patonised by the local nobility and other landowners
the Chamber tended to become a m outh-piece for the tenant farm ers. Whilst
the association could readily agree that the incidence of loca l taxation upon
land was too great, the question of game was rather more d iv isive. It was
no coincidence, perhaps, that the landlords were notably absent from the
meeting which considered the problem .* Talk that the game law s w ere
part of a "feudal system ", maintained by a "grasping and overweening
aristocracy" brought a protest from the Earl of Onslow. Addressing tenants
at his annual rent audit, the Earl said he hoped that the Chamber would not
.5attack landlords as a c lass in the future.* Onslow also  made reference to
a letter  he had written to the T im es, published on 1st January in which he
had suggested a com prom ise over the question of hares and rabbits.
Since landlords want rabbits preserved for gam e, whilst tenants want them
treated as verm in, he proposed that occupiers-should be able to trap or
snare rabbits on their own land but that only the landowner could actually  
0
shoot gam e.* The West Surrey Tim es congratulated the "young Earl on
the intelligent in terest he is taking in agricultural affairs" although in a
le tter  to the journal, a tenant farm er from East Clandon expressed  resentm ent
7
that a ban on guns should be suggested. * • .»
Another topic which concerned both Parliam ent and the loca l Chamber was 
■ compensation for outlays in im provements to a farm that were not exhausted
*1 Ibid 16th Decem ber.
*2 Ibid 24th February 1872 .
*3 Gazette 11th June. Its creation was proposed by W illiam Baker of
Pols ted Farm , Compton. •
*4 Tim es 20th Decem ber.
*5 A dvertiser 3rd January 1874.
*6 Tim es 1st January . .
*7 Tim es 10th January.
when the occupier's lea se  expired. Onslow felt that there was no need
for such legislation  when mutual trust existed between landlord and
tenant.*^ This was perhaps just as well since an unexhausted im provem ents
bill failed to get through Parliam ent. The West Surrey Tim es believed
Surrey was reactionary in its tenant practices and that a County like
Lincolnshire exhibited higher standards of agriculture because of the
2custom of paying for unexhausted im provem ents.* Speaking of this latter
principle at a Guildford Agricultural A ssociation m eeting, Lee Steere
declared "in my.part of the country we don't know how to spell the word,
and I don't understand it". Steere objected on principle to Parliam ent
interfering in the relations between tenant and landlord. Reviewing the
general agricultural scene, he also expressed him self "extrem ely disgusted"
3at the strikes of agricultural labourers in Suffolk.* Though no strikes
were reported in West Surrey, such sentim ents hardly enamoured Steere
to the local farm w orkers. A month later a branch of the West Surrey
Agricultural Labourers Union was founded in the parish of Stoke. Mr. H.
W icks, chairing the m eeting, made various derogatory rem arks about Lee
4
Steere's in telligen ce.*  At the same time the paper reported that the 
Union's St. Catherine's branch (in St. Nicholas Parish) had a m embership  
of 1,700 with funds of £ 7 0 /8 /-  (£70.40) after expenses had been deducted 
from subscriptions of £152 /l9 /6^ d  (£152. 98). Support for an in crease  in 
the wages of agricultural workers came from the Conservative A dvertiser  
although the paper added a warning to the labourers not to be manipulated
5
by individuals who were politically  m otivated.*
But the event which had the m ost bearing on the outcome of the .1874 Guildford 
election, and which indeed excited more interest in the town than any other 
single issu e  during the early 1870's,- wus the appearance of an individual 
claim ing to be Sir Roger Tichborne, heir to the Tichborne estate, who 
was presum ed drowned.in the sinking of a ship bound for New York. Lady 
Tichborne, who p ersisted  in believing Sir Roger to be still a live and 
advertised for him in English and colonial newspapers, accepted the claim ant, 
Arthur Orton, as her son. Guildford Onslow, a neighbour of the Tichbornes
*1 A dvertiser 3rd January.
*2 Tim es 4th.January 1873.
*3 Ibid.
*4 Ibid 8th February .
*5 A dvertiser 18th February.
in Hampshire was just as convinced of the Claimant's genuineness. 
Consequently, when Lady Tichborne died in 1868, Onslow took up the 
Claimant's cause. An ejection action was begun against the Tichborne 
Trustees in May 1871. Local interest in the case was heightened by the 
fact that Guildford Onslow's old political rival in the Borough, William  
Bovill,w as now Lord Chief Justice. A great deal of betting took place on 
the result of the action, which ended in March 1872 with Orton being 
charged with perjury. *  ^ Onslow organised a petition signed by 890 
inhabitants from Tichborne, A lresford and the surrounding parishes stating 
their belief that the Claimant was the real heir and praying that if public 
money was to be provided for the prosecution, it ought to be supplied to 
the defence as w ell. The Gazette reported that a "strong feeling" existed  
in Guildford that the Claimant was not receiving fair treatm ent. A "large 
amount" of subscriptions were collected  in the town for the defence fund, 
with rem arks like "Hater of BovilLjustice" and "Judge Jeffreys and his
jury are coming to life  again" being attached to the donations on the public
2 - •l is t s .  * The West Surrey Times too felt that, the Claimant's case  had been
prejudiced by sections of the press calling him an "imposter", " liar,"
"perjurer" and "villain" whilst the hearing was on. The paper also
em phasised how Orton's case was supported by 85 w itnesses including
3m em bers of the Tichborne fam ily, their tenants and serv a n ts .* There 
was no firm er a believer, in the Claimant thaiti Guildford Onslow whose faith
was based on his own circum stantial assessm en t of Orton's ca se . In a
4 ’long statem ent,* Onslow declared
". . . I have been m ost intimate with the Claimant, he in 
my house I in h is, talking of bygone days and bygone 
scenes - anecdotes of his fam ily, their oddities and 
p ecu liarities. I have always heard him exhibit a perfect 
knowledge of his fam ily and their ways . . .  We have shot 
together in Surrey and Hampshire and many startling  
incidents have occurred all proving his unmistakable 
identity with Roger Tichborne. He has given me m ost 
accurat e descriptions of men long since dead, whom we 
both knew, especially  about my father who died in 1861 . . . "
*1 Tim es 9th March 1872.*•
*2 Gazette 16th April.
*3 Tim es 9th March.
*4 Reproduced in Onslow type-script history op cit pp 20-1 .
In practice Onslow provided financial support for the Claimant to the tune 
of as much as £15,000.
With the Claimant released  on bail, Onslow organised both a "Tichborne
Defence Fund" and a special journal called The Tichborne Gazette . A t
a m eeting in A lresford, Onslow announced to an enthusiastic crowd the
launching of a 'country.-wide- campaign "for the sole purpose of engaging
the public voice in the cause of fair play . "** The occasion was denounced
as "scandalous" by the Tim es which argued that a person on bail should not
be allowed to hoid such inflamatory public m eetings. Quite undeterred,
however, Guildford Onslow went about England on the stump, to the neglect
of his duties in the Commons. At one m eeting, those connected with the
trial were so thoroughly abused, that Onslow was fined for contempt of
2court, only his status as an MP averting a possib le prison sen ten ce .* 
Unfortunately for Onslow, the Claimant's subsequent trial reached its  
clim ax at the tim e of the 1874 Guildford E lection. Summing up the p ro s­
ecution's case on 28th January, Mr. Hawkins (the Counsel) suggested that 
Onslow's sole interest in-the Tichborne affair was financial. It was said  
that he had placed a £600 bet in 1867 that the Claimant was genuine, and 
pointed out that his name appeared as a creditor for £3,000 in the claim ant's
bankrupcy schedule. On several questions Onslow was further accused of
3
having deliberately m isled  the jury.*  Such allegations were se ized  on by
his political opponents to discredit him just three days before voting took
place. Guildford Onslow h im self could only write to the West Surrey Tim es
complaining that Hawkins' speech, "reflecting on my m otives and character,
4
is  a detestable and unmitigated falsehood". * Finally the tria l ended after  
188 days, on 28th February, with the defeat of Orton - "the author of the
5
m ost daring fraud of the 19th Century" - to quote the West Surrey Time 
Yet Onslow's faith in him remained unshaken and to the end of his life  called  
him "Sir Roger".
Even before the second tria l, Onslow's advocacy of the defendant was 
causing his popularity to decline in Guildford. Rumour began to circu late
*1 Tim es 18th May.
*2 The Tim es 21st January 1873.
*3 Ibid 31st January.
*4 Tim es 30th January.
*5 Ibid 7th March.
that he did not intendto stand again for election and even that he would
resign as the Borough's representative.*'*’ Tobe prepared for any such
contingency, the Conservatives brought forward Denzil Onslow as their
party's candidate. Denzil, a distant cousin of Guildford, was introduced
2
to the Borough at a m eeting in March 1872.* He denounced the government's
cry of "Peace, Retrenchment and the Disestablishm ent of the Irish Church"
at the 1868 election, as being "all clap trap” - Ireland had not been appeased
and the administration had proved to be spendthrift. Denzil mocked the
Liberals for having been "outwitted by the Yankees" over the Alabama claim s
rejected the L icensing Act as "a failure" and made his opposition to the
ballot in principle, c lear to a ll. He also  spoke with qualified approval of
the Education Act which he em phasised had been passed  with Conservative 
■ 3
support.* The party's preparedness for a Guildford contest was aided by the 
formation of a Conservative Working-Man's Association prior to the October 
municipal elections which thus provided a chance to test the organisation's 
efficiency.*^  Denzil Onslow again referred to the "disaster" of d is­
establishm ent in Ireland and to the Tory's role in the Education Act,at 
a m eeting of the A ssociation on the eve of Gladstone's surprise dissolution  
of Parliam ent in 1874.
Gladstone's platform was what Ensor ca lls "the oddly chosen" proposal to
5
abolish income tax.*  During the relatively quiet campaign which follow ed,
the issu e  remained virtually dormant. It was a week before the Tim es
6even properly considered the question of incom e tax.*  Until then, the paper
was concerned with the problem of the Ashantee War on which D israeli had
focussed in his address. L ocally ,the A dvertiser said to e le c to r s:-
"Remember that every in terest dear to Englishmen is  
involved in this struggle. The W orking-classes have 
seen them selves insulted by match taxes; the upper- 
c la sse s  by every conceivable sort of attack on property; 
the trading c la sse s  by the encouragement give to the 
co-operative stores in the Civil Service by Mr. Lowe; 
and publicans by Mr. Bruce's highhanded legislation . "
*1 Ibid 23rd March 1872.
*2 Denzil, a descendant of Sir Richard Onslow the famous Adm iral, 
was the son of Thomas Onslow, late of the Madras Civil Service, 
and had been private secretary to three Chancellors of the Exchequer in 
India before retiring from serv ice  and coming to live  in Guildford.
*3 Tim es 23rd March.
*4 A dvertiser 28th September. .
*5 Ensor op cit p. 26.
*6 The Tim es 2nd February-.
The increase of £2 a man in army costs under Cardwell was a lso  denounced
as "extravagent w aste"*^Several c£ these cr itic ism s were echoed by George
Cubitt in h is address to the West Surrey electors.
"I b e lie v e ," he said , "that the government of M r. Gladstone 
has been unfortunate in its  foreign policy, disastrous 
in respect to Ireland and at a tim e of great national 
prosperity, lavish in its disposal of the financ es of 
the country".
Cubitt felt that incom e tax was only justified in tim es of war or grave
2em ergency and hence wished to see  it repealed. The address of his
Tory colleague was more general, Lee Streere m erely prom ising support
for the Conservative cause. The re-election  of the two MPs was not
opposed . In the Guildford constituency Denzil Onslow undertook "to maintain
the great landmarks of the Constitution of our country as we have received
„ 3
it from our ancestors. * On the L iberal side, Guildford Onslow credited  
his party with having improved "the relig ious, socia l, and political p r iv ileg es" , 
of the nation. "The government may have made m istakes, but they have 
been triv ia l, " he declared, and went on to speak of the adm inistration’s 
"brilliant financial m easures". Econom ies had been made, taxation 
reduced and the National Debt decreased by nearly £25 m illion s. F inally he 
drew attention to Gladstone's prom ises for the future: "his great financial 
ability warrants us in believing that he will abolish the hateful and oppressive
4
income tax," Guildford asserted . *
At a prelim inary campaign m eeting of his c lose  friends, Guildford Onslow 
revealed that he might not have contested the election had there been tim e  
for another candidate to have been brought forward. He regretted his 
absence from the House of Commons for som e two months because of 
illn ess but em phasised that he was now com pletely recovered. It was 
agreed to form com m ittees for canvassing each Parish and enough money
5
was prom ised to cover all Guildford Onslow's expenses.*  At public 
m eetings, he continued to extol the L iberals' record. A large gathering in the 
Public Halls heard a resum e of the m inistry's achievem ents - "a period of
*1 A dvertiser 31st January.
*2 Ibid.
*3 Tim es 28th January.
*4 Ibid. No L iberal candidate em erged to contest West Surrey.
*5 Ibid. ,
wonderful leg isla tive  activity and reform" - with great s tr e ss  being laid on 
the revenue surplus accrued. Specifically Guildford Onslow mentioned 
he had paired in favour of the motion for the disestablishm ent of the 
English Church b e c a u se /a s  a sincere Churchman him self, he believed  
"that if there is  a separation between the Church and State, true religion  
w ill not suffer". But even he felt it prudent to em phasise that he had not 
supported the unpopular L icensing Act. Guildford Onslow also  regretted  
that the country had becom e involved in war with the A shantees. *^
Liberal squibs attacked what they viewed as undue Tory influence. Dedicated
to the red and white banner of the L iberals, v erses 5 and 6 of one such
piece read: -
"They say the good old flag is  stained  
The name has lost its power .
And that henceforth at Tory shrine,
Must Guildford voters cower.
They tell us rather what they wish,
Than what they know is  true;
The Counting of the Ballot Box,
Will show what it can do."
"And while their slaves sip dear-bought punch 
And dread their m asters frown,
W e'll pity those whom Chance or Fate 
Compels thus to bow down;
The Tory gold we hold in scorn,
The Tory frown as naught, -
The British freeman knows no fear,
And never can be brought. "*2
Being the first General Election since the 1872 Ballot Act, the West Surrey 
Tim es reassured electors as to the complete secrecy  of the ballot. For  
the benefit of illitera tes who might find them selves in difficulty at the polling  
booth, the paper helpfully reproduced a copy of the candidates' nam es with 
an "X" against Guildford Onslow.*^
There were also the predictable satires on the personalities of the two 
candidates. A "speech" for Denzil Onslow ran:
*1 Times 29th January.
*2 Ibid 30th January.
*3 Ibid 29th January.
"Gentlemen, The Election is  here.
I am here.
The Radicals have made im possible the election of anyone 
not in favour of som e progress - therefore I am in favour 
of as little  as possib le . . .  I am only a tool of my party, 
and not allowed any opinions of my own - not that I am  
likely  to have any - but I subscribe to the ’ grand 
constitutional cause' whatever that may be. I have 
taken a house near you. I have been to all your dinners - 
belong to all your clubs - subscribe to all your charities - 
and if that is  not enough - I have been eight years a 
clerk in India.
I shall be delighted if you will return m e.
Your m ost obedient servant.
Dense, 111 and Very Slow."*V
Guildford Onslow’s recent exploits provided m ore than enough ammunition
for his opponents. One cartoon showed "Guildford the guileless"  as a
showman inviting the burgesses to walk up and see  the Claimant in the
2
"Exhibition for the W orking-C lasses. "* Another referred to Orton's
sensational claim  in court to have seduced "his cousin" Kate Doughty
(Lady Radcliffe), Onslow being associated  with helping to rob a woman of 
3
her character.*  There was concern too amongst L iberal supporters about 
their candidate's deep involvement in the Tichborne affair. On dissolution, 
the West Surrey Tim es stressed  that Guildford Onslow had never lo st a 
contest, but continued.
"It is  no u se, however, blinking the fact that Mr, Onslow's 
in terest in certain judicial proceedings still pending has 
been prejudicial to him, in that it has closed  his mouth 
for a long tim e when his constituents would have liked  
to have heard his opinions upon public affairs . . . The 
defence which he believes is  a right defence, thorough­
going according to his well-known characteristics may 
have occupied tim e that som e friends would have preferred  
to have seen spent in the House. "
The paper concluded that Guildford Onslow did not deserve "to be rejected
because of one m istak e," thus revealing its fears as to the possib le  course  
4of even ts.*  Unluckily for Guildford, Hawkin's attack on his personal
*1 Ibid 30th January.
*2 Edwin Bonner op c itp . 20 .
*3 Vulliamy op cit p. 264.
*4 T im es 28th January. _
integrity in the Court of the Queen's Bench just prior, to polling day, ensured
the Tichborne controversy remained very much to the fore. The West Surrey
Tim es complained:
"it was an attack made upon a man in his absence, and 
m oreover, on a man who could not reply . . . The 
Guildford Conservatives had no case  for their own 
candidate, so they turn to abuse their opponent. For 
this abuse they are indebted to a paid advocate at a 
distance. Apparently they can rake up nothing against 
Guildford Onslow them selves. "*1
In point of fact the A dvertiser was quite able to "rake up" fifteen reasons
2for voting against him .* The lis t  was mainly com prised of Guildford's 
votes in Parliam ent. But it was pointed out too that he had stumped the 
country in support of the claimant when he should have been attending to his 
parliam entary duties and m oreover, through these activ ities, he had 
identified the Borough with a questionable cause, bringing the town into 
disrepute when fined £100 for contempt. It was particularly s tressed  that 
during the fifteen years Guildford had represented the constituency, he had 
"never thought it worth his while to reside in the town, or in any other way 
to promote its  trade. " Denzil on the other hand, having settled  in the 
constituency, had spent the previous two years nursing it. The L iberals  
satire  "Dense, 111 and Very Slow" may have amused the faithful but its  
references to the Conservative candidate's involvement with " dinners", 
"clubs" and "charities" could only have highlighted Guildford Onslow's 
absence from the town.
The campaign overall, though short, was distinctly live ly . At a "densely
crowded" Tory m eeting in the Public H alls, the noise was such that "not
one word" spoken by Denzil could be heard at the reporters table. C ries of
"Guildford Onslow" for ever" were "positively deafening". With free  fights
breaking out as w ell, "a more tumultuous and disorderly assem bly , it may
be safely  asserted , never characterised even an old nomination day in 
3'
Guidford."* Ah appeal for quiet from Henry Jeffr ies, a L iberal Councillor, 
only brought the cry of "the m eeting is  packed", at which point the hall- 
keeper put out the main lights. This resulted in a general fight and rush for
*1 Ibid 3rd February.
*2 Advertiser 31st January.
*3 Times 30th January. -
the platform where stood Colonel Martin, brandishing a w ater-bottle from  
the table and daring anyone to apprpach. One elector accepted the challenge  
and the two fell grappling to the floor. Superintendent Law and the Borough 
police then intervened to hustle both protagonists out of the hall and to quell 
the m el^e. After this fracas, the Conservatives opportunity for revenge 
came the following night at a Liberal m eeting, when about thirty "roughs" 
began a concerted row.as soon as Guildford Onslow made his entrance. The 
gathering was quickly abandoned and Guildford retired to the White Hart 
Inn where he gave the details of his speech. He accused Hawkins of trying  
to prevent his return to the Commons and appealed to the electors for 
support as an old and tried friend. Em phasising his "purest m otives" in 
taking up the Tichborne case he asked for the opportunity of indicating his 
character through the ballot box. He a lso  "deeply regretted" the scen es  
which had prevented his opponent from speaking the previous evening.*'*’
On polling day the C onservative's colours were far more in evidence than 
the Liberal ones. For the relatively few vehicles at their disposal, the 
L iberals relied heavily on the generosity of M essrs . Spicers, of Catteshall 
M ills, Godalming. When the vote was counted, Denzil Onslow em erged with 
a m ajority Of 243, by 673 votes to 430. This represented a 6% swing to the 
T ories.
"We are surprised and sorry at the result" the West Surrey 
Tim es declared, "and can only conclude that a number of 
new e lectors, to whom Mr. Guildford Onslow's history is  
unfam iliar, and som e who have been troubled by the 
Tichborne case , have gone over to the en em y."*2
The following week the paper referred to "the fick leness of public favour".
"The public are proverbially ungrateful, " it said, "they 
forget or ignore th e .serv ices of years, and a new cry, 
or a sudden im pulse hurries them to strange cou rses."
The journal claim ed that Guildford Onslow came forward "less as a supporter
of Mr. Gladstone than as a believer in Liberal P rincip les, " stress in g  that
he had voted against the government when his principles demanded. "The
Tichborne case, and the want of organisation among his friends, were the
chief causes of his failure" the paper concluded.* In the wake of defeat,
*1 Times 3rd February.
*2 Ibid.
*3 Ibid 7th February.
Guildford Onslow h im self reacted bitterly to the part played by Mr. Hawkins 
and to the type of campaign his opponent had waged.
MYour verdict on Saturday la st shows that the vile and 
fa lse  accusations made against my character by Mr.
Hawkins Q. C. on the eve of a Contested E lection, with 
no tim e to reply have had their fatal effect. I feel 
proud and happy, however, in knowing I have been made 
a m artyr in what I consider a just cause. Not only so , 
but that through evil report and good report I have 
honourably and manfully supported the man whom Lady 
Tichborne acknowledge as her son with her last breath. "*1
'■ .2A second and more vindictive letter  was published by the West Surrey Times**
"The result of the General Election seem s to have taken 
everyone by surprise except m yself, " Guildford w rote..
"The only wonder to me was I did not lo se  the seat by 
a still larger m ajority, when I discovered from several 
electors and their wives the fact that Denzil Onslow had 
absolutely canvassed them for their votes, assuring  
them that every word Mr. Hawkins had said against my 
character was true and that I was unworthy to represent 
them in P arliam ent. Coming from a man bearing the 
sam e name as m yself and a relation, it was of course, 
believed and I do not hesitate to say in consequence that 
Mr. Denzil Onslow got into Parliam ent under fa lse  
pretences, by adopting means unworthy of a Christian 
and a kinsman, as in making the above assertions on his 
canvass, he must have been fully aware that they were 
utterly fa lse and without the least atom of foundation. "
Denzil rejected these charges - "I m ost studiously avoided any allusion to
the Claimant" and said that his su ccess was "in great m easure due to the
admirable organisation of the Guildford Conservative Working Man's*
3
Association."* . The Surrey Standard agreed with this assessm en t and spoke 
of "a large portion" of theTory's victory being due to "the energetic work"
of the A ssociation which had operated a system  of com m ittees and sub-
4 ' com m ittees.*  All local com m entators, agreed that the Tichborne affair
had jeopardised Guildford Onslow's chances of re-election . The A dvertiser
commented:
"Some persons must have felt that, to speak m ildly, Mr. .
Guildford Onslow had m anifested in the case an amount 
of zeal without discretion, which greatly lessen ed  his 
claim s on their support. "*5
*1 Open le t te r , P oster  G3471 GM.
*2 Tim es 7th February.
*3 A dvertiser 14th and 7th February.
*4 Standard 7th February.
*5 A dvertiser 7th February.
But if Tichborne was the chief reason for Guildford's defeat and 
superior Conservative organisation an important secondary factor, the 
government's relative unpopularity made the L iberal's task the m ore 
difficult. For the first tim e, Guildford Onslow disassociated h im self from  
parts of the L iberal's leg isla tive  record. . The A dvertiser suggested, however, 
that votes were not foded by his announcement of "independence" from  
Gladstone when he had "slavishly followed" the latter's p o lic ies for six  years. 
The paper too felt that the result would have been the sam e had another 
candidate stood instead of Guildford because "Liberalism has sunk into a 
m ere harasser of every in terest, and an assailant of every valuable offshoot 
of the Constitution,.,*'*' The outcome of the General Election - a com plete 
reversa l of the 1868 one with the Conservatives now gaining a Parliam entary  
majority of fifty - provided backing for the A dvertiser's opinion.
One of the m ost powerful in terests alienated by the m inistry's leg islation  
was the licen sed  v ictuallers. The Tim es wrote,
"There is  nothing in the nature of things which should 
associate  the selling  of beer with Conservative 
principles but the two have gone together on this 
occasion all through England, and the union has 
produced a prodigious effect. "*2
Gladstone also complained that the Conservatives had been returned "on a
torrent of gin and beer". Ensor has argued that "nearly every public house
in the United Kingdom was an active com m ittee-room  for the Conservative
party. The consequences of this upon actual voting, well attested by
contemporary evidence, probably outweighed all the other factors in the
3
government's unpopularity. "* But Hanham has convincingly dem onstrated  
how there was nothing like a system atic attack on the government by the 
licensed  v ictu allers, and contends,
"Nor is the hypothesis of a ground movement by the 
publicans necessary  to explain the Liberal defeat in 
1874. The issu es  before the electors were so c lear  
and the swing against the government was so strong, 
that no amount of free beer was lik ely  to have a decisive  
effect on the result. "*4
❖ 1 Ibid.
*2 The Tim es 7th February.
*3 Ensor op cit p. 22.
*4 Hanham op cit pp. 223-225.
At the Guildford contest there was never any suggestion that the brewing 
in terest had played a m ore important part than normal in the campaign.
The town’s publicans as a body had always supported the Tories in any 
case. Even Hanham, whilst rejecting Ensor's general th esis , a sserts  
that the Conservatives benefited from
"the activity of the Conservative publicans who becam e, 
for the first t im e , active politicians rather than the 
recipients of disguised bribes in the form of payments 
for the use of their p rem ises as 'com m ittee room s'. "*1
Yet in Guildford, there is  no evidence that the 1874 contest was significantly
different from previous elections in this respect. Tom Taunton, for instance,
who had chaired the West Surrey brewers' protest m eeting against Bruce's
B ill, had been an active Conservative councillor in Guildford since 1869,
whilst two other publicans, J e sse  BoxaU and John Bullen had considerably
longer pedigrees of serv ice  to the town council and C onservative.cause.
Certainly, however, the character of the local campaign supported another
of Hanham's contentions - that the Conservatives' su ccess was partly due
2to the "unprecedented zeal" of their borough associa tion s.*  But the 
basic cause of the L iberal's defeat was neatly sum m arised by the T im es, 
which concluded:
"The government has passed  great m easures and conferred  
great serv ices  on the country as a whole, but in doing so  
it has overridden so many interests and done violence to 
so many convictions that in the hour of trial its  passionate  
assailants are more powerful than its satisfied  friends. "*3
Legislation in regard to Ireland, the army and education had all created
opposition. In effect the Liberal administration had worked them selves out
of a job.
*1 Hanham op cit p. 222.
*2 Ibid.
*3 The Times 7th February.
b) Guildford Election 1880.
With the government's defeat at the 1874 General Election, the Liberal
party dissolved into factions. D israeli was able to pass various m easures
through Parliam ent without trouble. . The budget decreased income tax
and abolished sugar duties, m easures which the West Surrey Tim es felt
would "probably be very generally approved. "** Cross' L icensing Act
contained concessions for the liquor in terest, modifying various clauses
in Bruce's Act. The Trade, however, was disappointed that the L iberal's
legislation  was not m ore .fully repealed. The West Surrey Tim es considered
that the concessions were "a poor reward" for the part the brew ers, beer-
2se lle r s  and licen sed  victuallers had played in turning out Gladstone.* When a 
Licensed V ictuallers A ssociation for Guildford, Godalming and Woking 
was founded towards the end of the year, the paper again referred to the
3
interest having been "deceived and betrayed" by the Conservative cabinet.*
Others evidently agreed - at a m eeting of the Guildford Conservative Working
Man's A ssociation Denzil Onslow was heckled when he tried to explain why
4he had supported Cross' m easure.*  Denzil had to contend with the jibe of 
being "King Coffee", a nickname acquired after he had suggested in 
Parliam ent that the working-man should adopt this drink instead of beer  
as his beverage. (Later the following year he was to rehabilitate h im self 
with theTrade, referring to beer as " the natural beverage of the people"
5
at the Guildford Licensed V ictuallers annual dinner. * ) The W est Surrey
Tim es remarked:
"the very m ediocre gentleman who for a tim e represents 
the borough is  doubtlessly a good specim en of the easy­
going, unthinking and u se le ss  c la ss , of which we have 
too many representatives at present in the House of 
Commons. "*6
In July, a m eeting of the West Surrey Agricultural Labourer's Union at 
P easm arsh , Godalming, attracted an attendance of between 3 ,000 and 4 ,0 0 0 . 
Speeches were made in favour of increasing w age-rates and of obtaining the
*1 Tim es 18th April 1874.
*2 Ibid 2nd May.
*3 Ibid 17th October.
*4 Ibid 5th December.
*5 Ibid 23rd October 1875.
*6 Ibid 19th Decem ber 1874.
franchise for farm w orkers. A resolution was passed,
"that the condition of the agricultural labourer is a 
standing reproach to the present age; that the lock ­
out of the agricultural workers in the Eastern  
Counties is'unjustifiable and tyrannical, and this 
m eeting pledges itse lf  to protect the men by every  
m eans in its power. "*1
Despite the ultim ate su ccess of the lock-out in the Eastern Counties, the
Agricultural Labourer's Union continued to be active in West Surrey. A
"large and enthusiastic" m eeting at Guildford heard Joseph Arch call for
an extension of the borough franchise to the counties, whilst the alliance
between "Beer and the Parsons", which was said to have brought the
2Conservatives to power , was also  denounced. * The A dvertiser preached  
moderation. "By the exercise  of self-control" , it said, the labourers would 
show them selves to p o sse ss  "the necessary  amount of judgement" to be 
enfranchised. "No trace of sympathy with the forlorn rural labourer" is  to 
be found in Liberal plans of reform , the paper continued, whereas "the 
Conservatives at all events, who enfranchised the working-m en, w ill not 
hesitate to give equal priv ileges to his fellow rural workman. "*
If the A dvertiser wooed the labourers for the T ories, the West Surrey Tim es
tried to exploit the farm ers' grievances in the in terests of the L ib era ls. It
was argued that the Agricultural Holdings Act, which compensated displaced
tenants for im provem ents, unduly favoured the interests of the landlords as
against those of the tenant. "Who are the farm er's friends?" the West Surrey
4Tim es demanded. * In relation to the ordinary voter the A dvertiser  was
able to adopt this line of approach far m ore convincingly than its  rival,
because of the advances in loca l government and health reform  made by the
Conservative m inistry. The paper could point to a Trade Union B ill, an
A rtisans'Friendly Societies B ill as "practical legislation" which would
benefit both the working and middle c la s se s . The return of a C onservative
government has enabled the working c la ss to "discover their real friendsV
5
the journal concluded. *
Despite this se r ie s  of important domestic statutes, the Surrey p ress was
*1 Ibid 11th July.
*2 Ibid 29th January 1876.
*3 A dvertiser 5th February 1876.'
*4 Tim es 14th August 1875.
*5 A dvertiser 3rd July.
preoccupied above all in 1875 with the education question. Such a dominance 
may have indicated a trend towards the coverage of parochial affairs and 
away from national issu es  which could be read about elsew here. Yet the 
following year, for instance, due weight was given to the intricate question 
of events in the Balkans and in any case , education itse lf  was not seen  
entirely from a local point of view . When Fawcett em phasised his allegiance  
to a party favouring the School Boards' undenominational education in 
preference to the,denominational instruction of Voluntary Schools, the 
A dvertiser commented
"We cannot see  why any man should think it is  a m atter 
creditable to confess that he considers an education 
which is  given without Revelation, is  that to which he 
ought to give the preference, as against that in which 
the young are taught to seek the Maker of the universe."*1
In February, the paper reported:
"The educational fever continues with unabated vigour. North, 
south, east and w est, we find the utmost excitem ent 
prevailing, not only as to the proper way of applying the 
Education Act, but as to what does or does not under the 
Act constitute efficient education."
The journal felt that the School Boards had to bear the responsib ility for
2any deficiencies in the working of the act.*  The West Surrey Tim es 
reported the problem as it saw it in Surrey, in a more m oderate tone:-
"There is  a very natural repugnance amongst som e ratepayers 
and clergym en to advocate a School Board, through fear that, 
once elected, it may levy unnecessary rates and build 
unnecessary sch o o ls . "*3 *
The question of expense was raised by the A dvertiser in June. "A wail
of complaint sounds over the land, " the paper asserted , because the cost
of the School Boards had proved more than people generally had been led
to believe.
"We have hopes that the country will yet awaken to the 
real and enslaving tendency of that educational party 
which Liberal sophists have for a tim e deluded the 
country into accepting, " the journal said.
The A dvertiser was also concerned about "the diminution of parental right
it 4and social and religious lib erty .*  In Guildford the L iberals vrere unhappy 
with the situation:
*1 Ibid 16th January 1875.
Ibid 6th February.
*3 Times 16th January.
*4 Advertiser 12th June.
"It seem s to be admitted that the general school 
accommodation of the town is sufficient for the 
attendance" the West Surrey Tim es stated. "And 
it seem s to be equally admitted that there is  som e­
thing faulty in the present system  which cannot 
make the attendance comm ensurate with the 
accommodation provided".
The paper felt compulsory powers would rectify the position but also  .
thought that if children were forced to attend denominational schools,
religious bitterness would resu lt. ** Sandon's Education Act took an indirect
step towards compulsion, declaring it was the duty of parents to send their
children to school from the age of five to ten. The Boards of Guardians
were ordered to pay the fees of poor children. Help too, was given to
voluntary schools. The A dvertiser regarded this m ore as being "one of
2
m ere justice" and called the Act "an admirable m easure in every resp ect. "*
The West Surrey Tim es on the other hand argued that "religious anim osities"
3
would be revived .*
Other m atters which caught the attention of the loca l p ress  in 1875, Included 
the legislation  to protect the liv e s  of seam en, enacted because of the 
tenacity of Samuel P lim so ll. The A dvertiser, however, credited the 
achievement to the Conservative m inistry, whose concern for the safety  
of sa ilors was predicted to em erge as "one of the m ost creditable features 
of its career" . * The paper’s philosophy behind its  political comment was 
terse ly  stated in relation to the Royal Com m ission investigating the 
conditions of employment of women in industry - "Enlightened legisla tion  is  
sim ply an outcome of Christianity".* At the end of the year cam e the 
government purchase of shares in the Suez Canal Company. The W est Surrey
i> 6
Tim es suggested it w ill be assuredly a cheap bargain.11* The p rem ier's  
next enterprise was a schem e to add "Empress of India" to the Queen's tit le s , 
thereby strengthening Indian loyalty to the Crown. The A d vertiser , praising  
D israeli's  "statesmanlike sagacity" considered the bestowing of the 
title indicated that Britain would never allow Russia to take India away from  
her . *^
*1 Tim es 12th August 1876.
*2 A dvertiser 24th June.
*3 Tim es 5th August.
*4 A dvertiser 31st July 1875.
*5 Ibid 2nd October.
*6 Tim es 4th December.
*7 A dvertiser 25th March 1876.
The A dvertiser’s fear of Russian ambitions m irrored the concern of 
the government. When the Bulgarians rebelled against the Turks in May 
1876, the Eastern question "monopolised public attention".*'*' Then the 
news broke of the m assacres by Turkish irregu lars, which, to the admin­
istra tion s1 la ter  em barrassm ent, the British ambassador at Constantinople 
chose to play down. Gladstone exploited the situation with a pamphlet
"The Bulgarian Horrors and the Question of the East" which sold 40,000
2copies within four days. * His address, calling for the Turks to clear  
out of Bulgaria "bag and baggage, " was reproduced in full by the West Surrey
3
Tim es at the beginning of September. * The paper reported "a fierce
and burning flame of indignation leaping its  anger like a lightning flash
4
from one end of England to the other. "* A protest m eeting about the 
m assacres was held in Guildford. A resolution was passed expressing  
"abhorrence" and requesting action from the British government to prevent 
further bloodshed. A notable absentee at the gathering was Denzil Onslow. 
Speaking at the Ancient Order of F o re ster s’ Annual dinner, Denzil explained 
that he had not attended the m eeting because he felt the resolutions "unduly
5
hampered" the government. * In the New Year, Denzil told the Stoke 
Working-Men’s A ssociation that it was right to protest about the m urders but 
objected to the way in which they were being exploited for political purposes. 
The A dvertiser suggested that the clergy should devote their energies to 
organising help for the Bulgarian Christians, rather than to making 
"exaggerated statem ents" in public, which promoted "strife and dissension?*  
The journal took exception too, to Gladstone’s pro-R ussian attitude. The 
chief concern of the West Surrey T im es, on the other hand, was that 
England should drift into war through the sheer h elp lessn ess and m asterly  
inaction of Her M ajesty's M inisters".*
Virtually twelve months la ter , with the situation in the Balkans still  
unresolved, the L iberals organised a large public m eeting in Guildford to 
debate the issu e  "Peace or War". A motion, proposed by Mr. Firth (v isiting
*1 Ibid 19th June, *5 Ibid.
*2 Ensor op cit pp 44-45. *6 Advertiser 12th August
*3 Times 9th September. - *7 Times 24th February.
*4 Ibid 23rd September.
speaker from the Birmingham Liberal League* ) and seconded by
Guildford Onslow, expressed  "the deepest regret at the efforts made to
involve this country in war" with Russia and protested "against any
interference on the part of the government in the present c r is is ,  except
2
in the in terests of peace. "* The A dvertiser accused the L iberals of
trying to Stir up popular, opinion in their own party interest. Only the
opposition "had really any fear of the government departing from their
3
policy of non-intervention" the paper commented. * With the Guildford
m eeting, the A dvertiser denounced "the suicidal policy" of trying to get
Britain sided with Russia , warning that the latter could take Constantinople
4"whenever she wanted".* The Treaty of Berlin was hailed by the journal
as "the solution of the Eastern Question".
"That such glorious results should have been achieved  
without striking a blow, without risking the life  of an 
English so ld ier, or firing a shot, is  at once a testim ony  
to the m oral power of England, and to the far-see in g  
statesm anship of her government. "*5
For the first tim e in three months, the Eastern Question - or "the Situation"
as it was terse ly  headed - ceased to be the first subject of editorial comment
in the A dvertiser each week. Although the West Surrey Tim es was concerned
that the Berlin agreement had placed England "in an attitude of permanent
hostility to R ussia, " for Lord Beaconsfield, the Treaty marked the clim ax
6of his personal career. * The West Surrey Tim es spoke of the popular 
adulation of him and Lord Salisbury, referring somewhat ungraciously 
to the "Peace with Honour" deputation from the Guildford Conservatives as 
part of "the pleasing cerem ony of 'painting the idol'."*
Events abroad continued to dominate the headlines in 1879, with attention
focussed on the troubles in Afghanistan and South Africa, The West Surrey
Tim es denounced the "folly and injustice" of the Afghanistan campaign even
8before the m assacre of British troops at Kabul realised  its w orst fe a r s .*
The A d vertiser, however, doggedly argued that the ultimate su ccess  of
9
British arm s justified the intervention.* The South African campaign too,
*1 This local association, founded in 1865 was of particular in terest  
for L iberals elsew here because of its new system  of organisation, 
based-on the ward. Its efficiency derived from a centralised  structure. 
*2 Ibid 19th January 1878 . *6 Ensor op cit p 50.
*3 A dvertiser 12th January. *7 Tim es 10th August.
*4 Ibid 28th January. *8 Tim es 2nd Novem ber.
*5 Ibid 13th July. *9 A dvertiser 15th Septem ber.
was m arred by a d isaster before the final defeat of the Zulus. The 
slaughter of the camp at Isandhlwana in January led the West Surrey Tim es 
to deplore the lo ss  of life  "for so trivial a cause, for so unnecessary an 
object. "*'*' The A dvertiser demanded revenge. These reversa ls were 
exploited by Gladstone who aroused anti-im perialist agitation during his  
Midlothian Campaign at the end of the year. The A dvertiser, critica l 
of his speeches, remarked , "foreign affairs are to be settled  by m erely
: M 2leaving them alone.' * In its  review of 1879, the West Surrey Tim es drew
attention to home affairs.
"The neglect of domestic subjects has been one of the 
m ost disastrous results of the policy of the present 
government" the paper asserted . *3
Such a statem ent echoed what the journal had been saying right at the
beginning of the year, when m ore attention was demanded for rural questions
4
like the land laws and county ra tes.*  Sim ilarly, in April, fresh  leg isla tion
5
was called for to protect the in terests of farm ers.*  The agricu lturalists
6them selves were urged to look to new methods of farm ing.* A wet sum m er,
7
resulting in a poor harvest, did nothing to improve the situation .* Demands 
were made for som e kind of protection, much to the horror of the West 
Surrey T im es, which reje cted any return "to the exploded System of 
protection."*^ The paper underlined "the historical benefits" of free trade 
and suggested that farm ers should organise them selves politically  in the 
counties to gain re lie f .*
More active than the farm ers in Guildford, was the anti-drink lobby. This 
was not an exclusively Nonconformist pressure group, as a ll four 
ecc lesia stica l parishes of the town had their own Anglican Temperance 
Guild. **^.. B utin  an obvious reference to the-Dissenting elem ent in the 
movement, the A dvertiser called the tem perance lobby in Guildford "a
Tim es 22nd February.
*2 A dvertiser 8th Decem ber.
Tim es 6th Decem ber.
*4 Ibid 25th January.
*5 Ibid 5th April.
*6 Ibid 10th May and 21st June.
*7 A dvertiser 1.3.th October.
*8 Tim es 12th July.
*9 Ibid 29th M arch.
*10 A dvertiser 22nd February 1879.
narrow and noisy" section of the community. ^  The P erm issive  B ill w h ich /
with the consent of two thirds of the ratepayers, would have enabled the sale
of alcohol to be banned in any borough was described as a "Bill for the
enactment of a v ile  and destestable tyranny” . * Denzil Onslow's support
for the B ill, however, was requested by Henry Gill, the Quaker secretary
3of the Guildford Temperance E lectoral Union.* Quite c learly  the driving 
force behind the Campaign was Nonconformist. The activ ities of such 
ginger groups did not even m eet with the wholehearted approval of the L iberal 
West Surrey T im es, which did not view drink as a key issu e  in the country's 
affairs.
"The P erm issive  B ill may be a radical cure for many 
of the ev ils from which society  is  just now suffering, 
but it cannot be accepted as the panacea for all the 
ev ils , political and otherwise that the people of this 
country are enduring, ” the paper asserted .
The county franchise and relations between landlord and tenant were
. 4mentioned as being of greater im portance.* The journal a lso  disapproved 
"too great an interference with the rights and lib erties of the general 
public. "*^
There was a complaint too, that the anti-drink activ ists dominated the 
Guildford Liberal A ssociation, which had been founded in June 1877. In a 
letter to the A dvertiser, an "independent Liberal" remarked that "very little  
has been heard during the year" of the A ssociation 's activ ities and went on 
to describe the events at the 1879 annual m eeting in the Ward Street 
Temperance Hall when "the teetotal and ultra-dissenting elem ent prevailed . " 
Despite donations of £30 /13 /6  (£30.67-|) and subscriptions of £ 8 9 /1 /-  (£89 .5), 
the balance was given as only £4 /13 /7  (£4 .68). No details of expenditure 
were divulged to the m eeting and questioners were told that the bulk had 
gone to m eet "unstated legal charges". What these were rem ains a m ystery . 
With only two other m eetings being held during the year, the correspondent 
commented, "the affairs of the organisation do not look healthy" . * Mean­
while the local Conservatives were extending the range of their activ ities  
with the creation of a Working-Man's Club. Under the heading "How Toryism
❖1 Ibid 23rd June 1877.
*2 Ibid..
*3 Ibid 9th June.
*4 Tim es 16th June.
*5 Tim es 19th July 1879
*6 A dvertiser 2nd July.
is  promoted in liu iiaiorcr tne w est Surrey Tim es objected to the 
foundation of the Club as a political organisation masquerading as a 
philanthorpic one. Its annual dinner was regarded by the journal as a
1substitute for the old corrupt m eetings when punch was freely  availab le.*
In its  review  of 1879, the West Surrey Tim es was predictably critica l
of the government's record. "Our foreign policy has been productive of
some disastrous resu lts and has occasioned an uneasiness at home which
will not soon be allayed. Domestic su b jec ts ," the journal continued, "have
been in a neglected and unsatisfactory condition. Trade, com m erce and
agriculture have suffered from a lengthened depression which is  alm ost
2unprecedented and the weather has been unusually inclem ent. "* Ireland 
was referred to only in respect of the Home Rule obstructionists, through
■3
the m isery  in that country was em phasised in an editorial two weeks la te r .*
Bright's comment that le s s  time should be spent on civ ilis in g  the Zulus and
Afghans and m ore on helping the poor in Ireland, met with the paper's 
4approval. * An entertainment was held in Guildford in aid of the Irish  
relief fund.
In March 1880, Lord Beaconsfield dissolved Parliam ent after two bye- 
elections had unexpectedly favoured the government. His address s tr e sse d  
the issu es  of Ireland and foreign policy. This emphasis met with the approval 
of the T im es.
"There are two preoccupations at present in the public 
mind. The first is  the unsatisfactory condition of Irish  
affairs; the second is  the anxiety which prevails 
respecting the state of foreign p o lic ie s . "
These problem s, said the paper, demanded prompt attention unlike subjects
such as the improvement of tenant right and the extension of loca l
government in the counties. These latter isdues were important, but
5
not pre-em inent, the Times a sserted .*  Sim ilarly the West Surrey Tim es 
played down the significance of the agricultural question. The trade depression  
"is fast passing away and the agricultural problem will settle  itse lf  sooner  
or la ter , as it has done many a tim e before, without the aid of Royal
*1 T im es 8th February.
*2 Ibid 8th January.
*3 Ibid 20th January .
*4 Ibid 2.9th January.
*5 T im es 12th March.
Com m issions of Inquiry, " it was contended.* George Cubitt, Conservative 
candidate for West Surrey, was equally as complacent about rural is su es .
"I trust that the com m ercial depression which has now 
extended to our agricultural d istr icts , and has in them  
been increased by a succession  of unfavourable season s, 
may prove only of a temporary character and be 
overcom e without novel or experimental rem edies. "*2
William St. John Brodrick, eldest son of Lord Midleton, standing for
election in place of Lee Steere who had retired , chose to ignore the
economic recession  in his address. The only allusion to the farm ers'
problem s it contained was a statement of Brodrick's opposition to the
: • 3
burden of local taxation. Economy was suggested as a rem e dy.*
The West Surrey Tim es was the first of the local journals to becom e m ore 
aware of just how widespread discontent over the agricultural recession  
had becom e.
"One of the m ost interesting features of the campaign is  
the appearance of numerous tenant farm ers who have 
come forward as candidates for election, "*4 the paper 
commented.
None, however, threatened to contest West Surrey. Having rejected out of 
hand the setting up of an inquiry into agriculture only five weeks previously, 
the West Surrey Tim es now changed its tune and said the Royal Com m ission  
should have been appointed long before.
"The Agricultural Holdings Act has proved to be a failure 
and the question of the Malt Tax has been shelved. In 
fact, the in terests of the farm ers have been neglected , 
and it is  not surprising that they should no longer be 
content to rely on prom ises . .  . The important questions 
of the conveyance of land, covenants in farming lea ses  
as to cultivation, the law of distraint, the game laws and 
the payment of rates all need attention. "*5
Yet despite this ground-swell of disquiet, no Liberal that the West Surrey
party organisation approached, felt able to enter upon a contest in the 
6constituency.* The expense of the venture, with no certainty of su cc ess , 
probably explains this reluctance. Even Brodrick had initially turned down
*1 Tim es 17th February.
*2 A ddress, Tim es 16th March.
* 3 Ibid.
*4 Tim es 25th M arch..
*5 Ibid,
*6 Tim es 27th March.
the offer of the Conservative's candidature because he was unable to meet
the estim ated cost of £10,000 for a contest. But leading Tories in Surrey
guaranteed his share of the expenses, believing that because of his father's
serv ices  to the country, Brodrick was the m ost likely candidate to obviate
a co n test.** The Conservatives consequently received a walk-Over, much
to the A dvertiser's jubiliation. The paper argued there had been no
opposition because "influential Liberals" were in agreem ent with the
government's foreign policy and uneasy about how Gladstone would deal
2with affairs abroad. * The opportunity was taken to denounce the latter as 
"the constant advocate of Russian tyranny and aggression , " and as"the 
inventor of the bag and baggage policy" which aimed at "the aggrandisem ent 
of Russia". Certainly both Conservative candidates in West Surrey regarded 
international relations as the key issu e  in the campaign. Cubitt began his 
address:
"The threatening aspect of foreign affairs during the la st  
few years has diverted the attention of Parliam ent and 
the country from the consideration of home questions 
to others of a graver character . . .  I am of the opinion 
that the policy, at once vigorous and conciliatory, which 
they (the government) have pursued, has enabled us, 
without bloodshed or extravagent expenditure, to pass 
safely through a c r is is  which, if otherwise dealt with, 
might have caused d isa ster . "*3
In the sam e way Brodrick opened his address with a statement against
isolation ist p o lic ies.
"I regard a determined attitude in foreign policy as m ost 
consistent with the traditions of this country and as the 
best security , for the maintenance of international 
p e a c e ."
Though he ignored the Irish problem, Brodrick also  expounded on political 
and socia l reform .
"I believe that the wide extension of the Franchise by the 
Reform Act of 1867 has lessened  the political weight of the 
educated c la sse s  and unless som e m easure of redistribution  
be proposed by, which the counties may be placed on an equal 
footing with the boroughs in respect of m em bers, I will 
not vote for a further extension of the F ranchise."
Neither was he prepared to support such restrictive  m easures as the
*1 Records and Reaction 1856-1939, W. St. John Brodrick, Earl of
Midleton, p. 55.
*2 A dvertiser 22nd March.
*3 Times 16th March.
P erm issive  B ill and the Sunday Closing B ill, although Brodrick was 
prepared to see  closing hours on a Sunday "diminished as is  consistent with 
the needs of the working c la ss .
Ignored in West Surrey, the farm er's grievances did not receive any m ore
attention at the Guildford contest. When T. R. Kemp, Q .C . , the Liberal
candidate, referred to a county matter - suggesting an extension of the
franchise - the A dvertiser remarked that "he has forgotten he is addressing a
M 2
rural Borough constituency .*  The paper argued that there would be 
a redistribution of seats under any further schem e of reform  which would 
mean Guildford losing her remaining MP,Mr. Kemp "is under a singular 
delusion", the A dvertiser asserted , if he thinks the borough
"is in haste to efface itse lf  as a political force in favour 
of conferring votes upon a few agricultural labourers 
livingin som e 'Sleepy Hollow' in a distant part of the 
Fens or wild hamlet in Westmorland ".
Denzil Onslow, seeking re-election , failed to mention any of the problem s
afflicting agriculture. It was left to Kemp to make the one pertinent
observation, that "a just alteration of the Land Laws cannot fail to add
to the prosperity of the country".* Otherwise, as in West Surrey,
international relations was the common theme of each address Kemp said:
"I entirely disapprove the Foreign P olicy  of the present 
Government, which I believe to have been unnecessary and 
unjust. I desire to see  the country governed by a M inistry 
whose objective will be to promote 'P eace, Retrenchment .
and R eform '. "
Denzil Onslow's address read:
"I have been a constant supporter of the Foreign P olicy  
of Her M ajesty's Government . . .  which in my opinion 
w ill maintain the integrity of the Em pire. As regards 
Domestic L egislation, I have only to call your attention 
to the Artisans' Dwelling Act, F actories A cts, Friendly  
Societies A cts, Irish U niversities Act, Elem entary 
Education Act, Merchant Shipping Act with others of 
alm ost equal importance and all of which I have supported, 
to assure you that Her M ajesty's government in all the 
Foreign Complications, have not neglected legislation  
in Domestic A ffairs. As a resident c lo se  to your borough.,
I have always taken a deep interest in everything connected
*1 Ibid.
*2 Advertiser 13th March.
*3 Address Times 16th March.
with the welfare of your town.
On this latter point Onslow scored over Kemp, who, coming from London,
had no previous connection with the town. The A dvertiser publised a letter
contending tha.t
"Guildford has to choose between the old, tried and trusty  
friend, whose m erits it would be the basest ingratitude 
to ignore, and a new wooer of whom nobody really  
seem s to know anything. "*2
For their part, the L iberals tried to exploit Onslow's action in the Commons 
when his notice of opposition had prevented the passage of P lim so ll's  
shipping bill. A letter  from P lim so il was placarded as a poster around 
Guildford, listin g  ships which had sunk with lo ss  of life  because their  
cargoes of grain were not in bags. Onslow's parliam entary manoeuvre was 
called "INHUMAN". The latter explained his action was to enable "the 
proper authorities" to consider the problem , ensuring a fair hearing to 
both s id e s .'1' He did not want an Act "of vast national im portance rushed 
through the House” without proper d iscussion , particularly as there was
,4som e doubt as to whether grain in bags would make m ost ships m ore stab le .*  
Onslow was attacked too on another humanitarian issu e  - that of flogging 
in the army. Kemp em phasised Onslow had voted for fifty la sh es whereas
the L iberals were against the infliction of such a brutalising punishment at
5 ' -a ll.*  Kemp's suggestion that the town's publicans should consider whether
it would be better to c lose  their houses an hour earlier  or to have them
closed altogether, brought an angry reaction from the A d vertiser , which
labelled the Liberal candidate "the friend of the Total Abstinence, and
6P erm issive  B ill party for Guildford. "* Some Conservative sym pathisers
hit back, litera lly , by invading one of Kemp's campaign m eetings. A mob
of roughs kept up a barrage of noise and knocking outside the hall, before
som e finally rushed in wielding sticks. Others attacked Liberal supporters as
they left the m eeting. The West Surrey Tim es demanded:
"Are the e lectors of Guildford to be intimidated into 
support of Toryism  by the display of brute force? . . .
Is it to be borne that an orderly assem blage should
*1 Address Ibid.
*2 A dvertiser 27th March
*3 Ibid 21st February.
*4 Tim es 20th March.
*5 Ibid 27th March.
*6 A dvertiser 27th March
be cowed in the exercise  of a privilege by a display 
of cudgels, wielded by a gang of infuriated roughs, 
who burst into rooms with all the eagerness and the 
anim osity of Zulu savages?"*1
The rivalry in the local p ress continued to the bitter end. The West Surrey 
Tim es urged a vote for the L iberals to ensure "increased prosperity and 
happiness".
"The natural domestic consequences of a r e stle ss  arid 
undecided Foreign P olicy  has been the stagnation of 
internal reform s and financial confusion. "*2
The A dvertiser argued that in a tim e of uncertainty in European affairs,
England, standing for peace, ought to be "strong and united". This could
be achieved , it was stated, by returning Lord Beacorisfield. * The la tter ,
in his turn, was accused by the West Surrey Tim es of helping the cause of
tyranny against freedom by the revision of the Treaty of San Stefano
whereby
"m illions of m en, women arid children who had been 
set free by R ussia, have been consigned back to the 
accursed tyranny of the Turks."*4
Somewhat belatedly the Advertiser stressed  that the P rem ier  had given an
assurance that m atters affecting the agricultural community would receive
5
"due attention" if the Tories were returned. * The West Surrey Tim es 
retorted:
"The old Conservative idea, that the in terests of the 
tenant farm ers are best represented by their landlords, 
is  nearly exploded . . . The fact is  now recognised that 
upon many important points, the profit of the landlord 
is  not also  a profit to the tenant. "
Cited as examples were the lack of action on the land laws and the problem
6of compensation for unexhausted im provem ents.*
Polling day in Guildford passed off fairly quietly and peaceably, despite 
a large number of inebriates in the stree ts . Conservative colours w ere  
very much in evidence. The West Surrey Tim es reported a stranger
*1 Tim es 27th March.
*2 Ibid 16th March.
*3 A dvertiser 13th March.
Tim es 27th March.
*5 A dvertiser 27th March.
*6 Times 6th April.
would have been forgiven for thinking that three quarters of those in streets
were Conservatives because of this display.*'*' The turn out of 88% was high, .
Denzil Onslow defeating Kemp by 707 votes to 571. Edwin Bonner recalled
Kemp's candidature "evoked little  excitem ent . . . There was a lack of
enthusiasm on the part of the Liberal party which had previously distinguished
their elections". Kemp, he felt was "looked upon as a bit of a carpet 
r, ’ 2bagger . * But the result at least represented an improvement on the 
Liberals' perform ance in 1874 when the Tichborne controversy had been 
raging. The L iberals share of the poll rose from 39% in 1874, to 45% in 1880. 
Despite this swing against them the Conservative's hold on Guildford 
rem ained firm . In fact the T ory's strength in the constituency was
significantly greater than in a sample of fourteen sm all English and Welsh
' ' 3
boroughs chosen by J. B. Martin for an analysis in 1874. * (Guildford 
formed part of the survey. )
Table 52 : Swing and Percentage of Poll Won by Each Party
Nationally the 1880 Election resulted in a sweeping Liberal v ictory. The 
Liberals made a net gain of 102. sea ts, 27 of them in the English counties 
where the farm ers reacted against the government's lack of concern for
*1 Ibid 3rd April.
*2 Bonner R em iniscenses op cit p. 24.
*3 J. B. Martin “The E lections of 1868 and 1874" Journal of the Statistical
Society XXXVII 193-201. Hanham op cit pp. 192-196 has done the
relevant calculations for the 1880 E lection. The constituencies taken 
were: Andover, Brecon, Evesham , Guildford, H elston, Knaresborough, 
Lymington, P etersfie ld , Rye, Tewksbury, Thirsk, W allingford, 
Westbury, Woodstock. Guildford was the largest of these  boroughs in 
1868, with 1,220 electors and second largest in 1874.
Guildford Borough 14 Small Boroughs
1868 Conservatives 
L iberals
1880 Conservatives 
L iberals
1874 Conservatives 
L iberals
49%
51%
55%
45%
61%
39%
6%
3%
swing 
to Libs
swing 
to Cons
2. 65% 
swing 
to Cons
2%
swing 
to Libs.
their problem s. ** Yet in rural West Surrey there was not even a challenge  
to the Conservative's position. The farm ers remained politically impotent.
The Surrey. Chamber of Agriculture, which som e eight years before had 
threatened to develop into an effective lobby for the farm ers, was no longer  
active. Local Tory politics were dominated by the landlords, who, as a body, 
were opposed to basic reform . And the L iberals, judging from the West 
Surrey Tim es , were slow to grasp the opportunity which presented itse lf .
The loca l p ress  regarded the Conservatives' defeat at the General E lection  
as being caused by dissatisfaction with the adm inistration's handling of
foreign affairs. To this extent support is  lent to the explanation of the
L iberals victory put forward by Lloyd in his study of the 1880 E lection.
He argues that the Liberal party coupled an appeal to its active supporters
over the various foreign political issu es  with an appeal to the electorate to
, 2
vote against the government which was responsible for the depression .*
The local editors, however, viewed the depression as only a contributing
factor in the Tory's defeat. M oreover, a somewhat traditional view of
the election ultim ately em erges in Lloyds book, as a great triumph by
Gladstone in persuading the electorate to be concerned for the Christians
persecuted by the T urks. Lloyd concludes:
"1880 can confidently be put forward as the only occasion  
when a very great im pression has been made by a leader  
w hosethem ehas been the condemnation of one m oral attitude 
and the enunciation of another . . .. this election was that the 
government should act no le s s  m orally than a free and unselfish  . 
individual. *3
In Guildford at lea st, such m oral questions did not loom as large  as th is.
The A dvertiser thought the L iberals had succeeded because they had taken
bye-election defeats to heart and no longer denounced the governm ent's foreign
policy in such strong term s. The e lectors, the paper sa id , were assured  in
the end that the L iberals would not depart from the lin es laid  down by the
4Treaty of B erlin .*  Whilst there was no evidence of such a change m  
tactics contained in the editorials of the West Surrey T im es, the la tter  did 
at lea st agree with its rival that the outcome of the Election represented a 
condemnation of Lord Beaconsfield's foreign policy. The paper also  believed  
that the introduction of the Public Worship B ill and the disinclination
* 1 Hanham op cit p. 229.
*2 T. Lloyd: The General Election of 1880 pp 1-2.
*3 Ibid p. 160.
*4 A dvertiser 10th April.
of the m inistry to forward the Burials B ill influenced by High Churchmen
1and Nonconform ists to vote against the C onservatives. * Compared with 
the Guildford journals, the Tim es gave greater emphasis to the im portance 
of the depression in determining the Election result and mentioned too, 
the improvement in Liberal organisation since 1874. The C onservatives, 
on the other hand, had allowed their party machinery to deteriorate. The 
Times contended that the electorate was concerned about foreign  
entanglements, fears which. Beaconsfield's m anifesto about "an ascendency  
for England in the councils of Europe" did not allay. -
"All this uneasy suspiciousness happened to coincide 
with a condition of trade and agriculture which gave it . 
point and b itterness, " it was concluded. "The farm ers, 
passing through the severest c r is is  they have ever  
e n c o u n te re d ... could not fail to think that alm ost any 
change would be worth trying. "*2
In England the Conservatives' strength was reduced to the lev e l of £857,
their low est since 1832. In Guildford and West Surrey, however, their
position had rarely looked so secure.
*1 Times 20th April.
*2 Times 13th April
w  xixe vjujLjiujLuru u iv is io n  injections or 188 5 and 188 6
Out of the eleven cabinet m em bers in Gladstone’s new m inistry in 1880, 
eight were Whigs. Arguably it was sound political tactics to give the Whigs 
prom inence, sin ce they, rather than the radicals , were m ore lik ely  to defect 
from the liberal ranks. The country too, perhaps, would be m ore lik ely  to 
accept far-reaching reform s from a Whig orientated cabinet than from a 
radical one. Yet with Joseph Chamberlain the only effective radical in 
the cabinet, Ensor believes that from this one-sided start much of Gladstone's 
failure 1880-5 may be traced. Never in the modern era has a triumphant 
Commons m ajority achieved so little . *  ^ D ivisions amongst the L iberals  
were revealed alm ost im m ediately over the case of Charles Bradlaugh, the 
radical atheist. Returned as MP for Northampton, he claim ed the right 
to make an affirmation of allegiance instead of taking the parliam entary oath. 
A rbitrarily debarred from either course, he was re-e lected  three.tim es by
his constituency before his right to sit in Parliam ent was finally recognised  
2in 1886. * The A dvertiser complained of Bradlaugh having
"brought the British House of Commons to his feet, while 
he has been enabled to see  National Christianity dragged 
through the dirt and the religious feeling of the country 
outraged as a resu lt of M inisterial blundering'.'*3
Though such comment no doubt represented little  m ore than politica l shadow-
boxing as far as the Guildford p ress was concerned the affair served  to
ensure that discussion about the relationship between Church and State
continued to appear in local editorials between 1880 and 1886. The "Church
in Danger" cry a lso  appeared as one of the C onservative's slogans at
the 1885 Guildford contest.
A m ore serious problem facing the new adm inistration was that of Ireland.
It was hoped to ensure internal stability by helping evicted tenants. But an 
Irish Compensation B ill was rejected  by the Lords. Their action was 
approved of by the A dvertiser which called the m easure an "Irish Landlord 
Eviction Bill" because it provided nothing for the landlord and a "Compen­
sation for Agrarian Agitation Bill" because it allegedly encouraged 
4
disturbances.* The paper, however, could not actually bring it s e lf  to 
approve of the 1881 Coercion Act and returned to its  favourite them e of the
*1 Ensor op cit pp. 66-67.
*2 Ensor op cit p. 68 . •
*3 A dvertiser 3rd July.
*4 A dvertiser 10th July and 9th August.
governm ent's "acquiescence with la w lessn ess" / when a Land Reform Bill 
was brought forward in April. The m easure gave tenants fixity of tenure/ 
fair rents and free sa le  - "vicious principles" as far as the A dvertiser was 
concerned. ** Though the Phoenix Park m urders, followed by a stiffer  
Crimes Act and an Arrears Act, helped ensure that "Ireland remained the
. n  2engrossing question of the day * for much of 1882, by the tim e of the 
1885 contest, the Irish question had been superceded as a m atter of som e 
interest in Guildford by the Liberal government's handling of events abroad 
and by the problem s afflicting agriculture, at home.
It was the Irish Land Act combined with the agricultural depression which
focussed attention on the problem of land reform in England.* The
Gazette called for changes in the law relating to prim ogeniture, settlem ent
and the descent of land property along with other reform s such as longer
le a se s  and greater freedom of cultivation. With bad weather and the prospect
of another poor harvest in 1881, the paper said:
"The im mediate relations between landlord and tenant, 
the conditions of the tenant's control over his holding, 
the incidence of loca l taxation, of tithes and other 
charges on the land, all these m atters cry for revision  
and re-settlem en t. "*4
The West Surrey Tim es added its voice to the demands:
"Defective laws and inexpedient custom s have kept the 
farm ers in subjection for som e tim e back. Bad season s, 
bad trade and competition have been added, and the 
cam el's back is  at length breaking. "
F arm ers, it was suggested, should be given re lie f from loca l taxation.
But it was not until May 1883 that an Agricultural Holdings B ill was placed
before the Commons. The Gazette was not confident that su ccessfu l
legislation  would resu lt, because of the conflicting in terests between landlord
and tenant over the m easure which aimed to give the farm er security  for
invested capital and liberty to improve his holding without fear of sacrific in g
5
his outlay.* Even before the B ill was subjected to amendments, the paper 
had reservations about the proposals, commenting - "the great blot is  that
*1 A dvertiser 12th April 1881.
*2 Tim es 3rd June.
*3 Gazette 19th July 1881.
*4 Tim es 10th January 1882.
*5 Gazette 19th May 1883
the protection afforded for tenant’s investm ents is  restricted  to quitting
tenants only. "*  ^ The A dvertiser thought, without being sp ecific , that
"certain features” should receive "candid consideration" from Conservatives,
2even if the party was unable to support the bill as a w hole.* F inally, to 
the G azette's dismay an "emasculated" Act emerged.
"Landlords consider it fa ir, tenants condemn it as 
insufficient" the journal said. The farm ers are given 
"some relie f, but it is  a thousand p ities that the work 
once taken in hand could not be done a little  more 
thoroughly ."* 3
The paper was critica l of the lim itation of d istress to one year and of the 
generally narrow interpretation on what constituted im provem ents.
Adoption of the provisions remained optional , although at lea st it now 
required the agreement of both parties to contract out of the Act, whereas 
under the 1875 legislation  it had been possib le for either landlord or 
tenant alone to opt out. The Gazette concluded:
"To the leg islation  of 1883 there can be but one sequel - 
agitation through the length and breadth of the land, 
which shall make the tenant's voice heard in spite of 
the indifference of a House, in which all agricultural 
representation is  Conservative and anti-reform ing, and 
the bulk of L iberal representation is  ignorant of 
agriculture. "*4
This latter point echoed the A dvertiser which rem arked that the M inistry 
"does not fully understand the farm ers' grievances; perhaps this would be 
too much to expect from a Liberal government. . . "*
The one m atter on which the administration com pletely rem edied a long
standing tenant grievance, was that of ground game. To the su rp rise  of
the West Surrey T im es, an Act giving tenants the right to destroy hares
6and rabbits passed through Parliam ent in 1880.* The Earl of Onslow
critic ised  the m easure as undermining the principle of freedom of contract
and as threatening the whole system  of game laws with extinction. But he
supported the second reading in the Lords rather than disappoint the tenants
7and create bitterness between them and the landlords.* Under two years 
la ter Onslow announced the end of coursing at Clan don Park after a futile
*1 Ibid 26th May,
*2 A dvertiser 19th May.
*3 Gazette 25th September.
*4 Ibid 26th July.
*5 A dvertiser 19th May. ’
*6 Tim es 6th July 1880.
*7 Onslow typescript op cit ck  XXV.
m eeting at which no hares were caught.* Despite the p ressu res associated
with the depression and the various conflicts of interest between the two
sid es, landlord-tenant relations around Guildford seem ed to have remained
reasonably good. At the beginning of 1885, Onslow received a deputation
of tenants asking for the implementation of proposals for rent rem ission
put forward at his rent audit earlier  in January. The tenants contended they
were unable to grow wheat at le s s  than 5 0 /- (£2. 50) a quarter, yet p r ices at
Guildford were only 38/4d (£1 . 9l|-) a quarter. Onslow's offer to send out
cheques im m ediately, based on a formula related to the price of corn at
2
the town m arket, m et with the deputation's approval. * The Duke of
Northumberland too was reported by the Gazette to have made a fifth
consecutive rem ission  of 10% on farm rents on his estates in Albury,
Chilworth and Wonersh, because of the continuing depression, in Decem ber
1881.*  The only discordant note concerned Lord Grantley's refusal  to
provide m ore cottage accommodation for one of his tenants who wanted to
employ m ore lab ou rers. The radical p ress in London apparently exploited
the incident, alleging over-crowding amongst labourers in Chilworth.
The A dvertiser d ism issed  these allegations, explaining that the request had
been turned down because Grantley was already fully com m itted to a building
4programm e elsew here on his esta tes .*  Though the Gazette l ooked favourably 
on the "Farmers* A lliance1’ as a body to protect the farm ers against the
5
landlord in terest, the organisation was not active in West Surrey. * .Locally  
the farm ers were not a vocal c la ss , and do not appear to have been prepared  
to challenge the traditional role of the landed gentry as the spokesm en of 
the agricultural in terest in Parliam ent. There was never any suggestion of 
tenant farm ers coming forward as candidates for the new Guildford 
Constituency in 1885, although the question of land and loca l taxation reform  
was an issu e  at the election. The Parliam entary response to the depression  
never extended to the reim position of protection as a means of incre asing  
p r ices, though competition from American farming contributed to the periodic  
discussion of the benefits to  England of F ree Trade. In Guildford the 
"Fair Trade" lobby, as the Protectionists now styled th em selves, tended 
to concentrate their attention on the effects of F ree Trade on Industry, rather
*1 A dvertiser 7th March 1882.
*2 A dvertiser 31st January 1885.
*3 Gazette 22nd December 1881.
*4 A dvertiser 26th January 1884.
*5 Gazette 19th February 1881.
than agricu lture.*  Open to the taunt of dear bread, the Tories never
pursued the idea of ’’F air  Trade” with any vigour, though Lord Onslow
did appear on the platform of a number of southern agricultural m eetings
2during 1885 in support of Protection and a tax on imported corn. *
Ultim ately the Surrey Liberal p ress , with its  ’’la is se z -fa ir e ” philosophy, 
saw the farm ers1 salvation remaining firm ly in their own hands. When in 
the face of Am erican competition the price of wheat reached a new low in 
1884, the Gazette stated its. belief that the agriculturalists would work out 
their own destiny through business acumen, diversifying away from corn
3
into new crops such as beetroot. * Sim ilarly the West Surrey Tim es
em phasised the need "to bring farming into correspondence with the
com m ercial sp irit of the age. ”* This was sound advice, for subsequent
research has revealed that whereas the su ccession  of wet seasons in the
1870's and the drastic fall in wheat p rices spelt d isaster for many farm ers in
the cereal growing regions of south-east England at the sam e tim e dairy
5farming and hill sheep farming remained relatively  profitable. * For
the livestock  producer, low er cereal prices meant cheaper feed whilst
demand for livestock  products increased with rising wages and an
expanding population. Surrey, with its m ixed agricultural economy that
included significant areas of market gardening and dairy farming as w ell as
the rearing of livestock  on an increasing sca le , was in a favourable position
to withstand the depression. Relative to its  farming population, Surrey had
fewer agricultural assignm ents and bankruptcies than any neighbouring
6county during the early 1880's.*  The local landlords, how ever,in  common 
with their fellow s in the rest of the c ountry, experienced great difficulty in
*1 A dvertiser and G azette, 3rd September, 5th November 1881.
*2 Onslow typescript op cit Ch XXVI p. 1
*3 Gazette 20th September 1884.
*4 Tim es 21st September 1882.
*5 T. W. F letcher "The Great Depression of English Agriculture 1873-
1896” in Economic H istory Review 1960-61 pp. 417-432. F letcher, 
em phasising the regionally variable character of the depression, 
effectively challenges the traditional view of the depression as general 
and widespread.
*6 P . J. P erry "Where was the 'Great Agricultural D epression'. A
Geography of Agricultural Bankrupcy in Late Victorian England and 
W a les ,” in Agricultural History Review XX 1972.
keeping old tenants and finding new ones. In 1881, five of Lord Onslow's 
farm s were without tenants, whilst a sixth, Send Barns Farm , was let at 
an annual rent of £310, £36 le s s  than previous tenants had paid.**
In international affairs, the new administration negotiated an end to the
war in Afghanistan and recognised the independence of the Transvaal. Even
the liberal Gazette complained:
"Thankful as we ought to be to get out of Afghanistan, 
a feeling of irritation at the termination of the war 
in South Africa is  probably excusable. Say what we 
w ill, our troops have been beaten . . .  "*2
The A dvertiser was rather stronger in its critic ism  of Gladstone's "craze for
' 3 v.surrender" and for giving up a "scientific frontier in Afganistan. * More
successfu l was the intervention in Egypt against the nationalists, but
subsequently British troops became embroiled in the Egyptian Sudan.
General Charles Gordon, having been sent to oversee the evacuation of
South Sudan, formulated another plan to hold the town of Khartoum and was
quickly isolated by the enemy. The expedition rapidly assum ed significance
as a test of British arms and prestige. The Gazette c learly  recognised that
the government's domestic standing was also at stake. "It is  by their
direction that Gordon is  in Khartoum. On their head w ill, justly or unjustly,
fall the odium if he m isca rr ie s . "* As it w as, a re lie f expedition was
mounted too late to save Gordon. The Gazette called it "a m ost em barrassing
cross to our plans" and laid the blame for the d isaster at the door of Gordon
him self, who was said to have been "simply in a fool's paradise" .* The
6 'A dvertiser castigated the L iberals' "weakness and indecision".* Ensor  
considered that "no single event in Gladstone's career made him m ore
7
unpopular".* Certainly the Conservatives made the m ost of the governm ent's 
mishandling of the situation at the 1885 General Election. E specia lly  as 
Gordon's death did not directly impinge on the liv es  of ordinary people, its  
impact electorally  is  difficult to a s s e s s . There was no evidence of spontaneous 
local feeling at the news of the tragedy, though from the em phasis in his 
address, Brodrick (the Conservative candidate) obviously felt that he would 
benefit from the affront to patriotic pride. The A dvertiser was a lso  able to
*1 4th Earl of Onslow, Clandon Estate H istory, 1870-1883 p. 42 GM.
*2 Gazette 29th March. *6 A dvertiser 9th February.
*3 A dvertiser 15th July. *7 Ensor op cit. p. 83.
*4 Ibid 8'th May.
*5 Gazette 10th February.
ren ew n b  ui wt;cits.iit;fc>a anu vacillation in respect ox me
adm inistration's foreign policy, when R ussia attacked Afghanistan at the 
end of March. Exhibiting once m ore a disproportionate concern for the 
indirect defence of India through resistance to Russian expansion in 
Central A sia , the paper declared that Britain should be prepared to stand 
up to R ussia "with the whole strength of the Empire and settle  once and 
for all her menacing pretensions which now weigh like an incubus on the
i i  1
whole of British India. * That India h erself p o ssessed  an eminently 
defensible frontier was apparently overlooked. As it w as, a com prom ise was 
negotiated with Russia.
Compared with its handling of international a ffa irs, the m inistry's dom estic
legislation  during 1882 and 1883 gave the Tory A dvertiser little  offence.
For instance the paper could find nothing to quibble about in the Corrupt
P ractices Act of 1883, which with its relatively stringent safeguards
against bribery, represented in the opinion of the West Surrey Tim es the
2
first reasonable effective m easure of its  kind.* The Gazette saw the
statute as "a temporary barrier'*. In the paper's view , the problem would
only be solved when constituencies were made "so large or so populous,
as to render bribery practically im possib le" .* In the new Guildford
Division of 1885 with its  electorate increased from 1,400 to nearly 10, 000
due to enfranchisement and boundary changes, Bonner recalled:
"There can be no doubt in the minds of any who can 
compare the state of affairs in 1868 with those of 1885, :
that a purity of election was brought about such as never
existed before. "*4
Bonner, with just a hint of hyperbole spoke of the"trepidation" of his
party's chief agent at the contest, le s t  the new rules against corruption
were infringed. Certainly many of the electors them selves were unable to
accept the changed circum stances. One voter cited by Bonner was particularly
aggrieved at not receiving his customary payment for having exhibited
5Conservative cards in his hat during polling day,* Bonner's opinion does
lend support to Hanham's view that the 1885 General Election was much
6purer than preceding ones.*  D rastically lim iting the scope allowed to 
corrupt agents, the Act, combined with the secret ballot, did make a great
*1 A dvertiser 1st April. *5 Ibid pp 26-27 .
*2 Tim es 14th March. *6 Hanham op cit p .281 .
*3 Gazette 16th June.
*4 Bonner op cit p. 25. Bonner was the Guildford Conservative Party
deal of difference to the conduct of elections. Hanham concludes, however,
that the m ost significant factor bringing about a decrease in the overall
level of corruption in the country, was the redistribution of 1885, which
drastically reduced the number of seats p ossessed  by corrupt boroughs.*
The 1883 legislation , however, did not touch on the question of money spent
in constituencies between elections. Denzil Onslow for one did not wish
to be precluded from subscribing to loca l charities which he did "in order
to show that the interest of his family in the borough which he represented
2
had not been diminished. "* Brodrick (West Surrey's MP) felt that the
burden of nursing a constituency together with the expense of contested
elections had engendered support for the Act. "The House of Commons
has lo st much of its old attractiveness. The duties of a m em ber become
yearly m ore engrossing , 11 he contended, refering in particularly to the
exacting round of constituency functions during the r e c e ss . Thus he
mentioned talk that the Act was not unconnected with "the inability of party ,
m anagers to find candidates ready to spend enormous sums to enter
3
Parliam ent under such conditions". *
One side effect of the Corrupt P ractices B ill, according to the Gazette, was
the stim ulation of popular demand for electoral reform , esp ecia lly  in  relation
to the County franch ise.*  The paper was clear as to what the ultim ate
objective should be: "The Liberal ideal is  Manhood Suffrage . . . representation
of the person not the property, as a m atter of right, not of priv ilege/"*
A Franchise B ill to bring the Counties into line with the Boroughs was
brought forward in the autumn of 1883. At a Guildford C onservative party
m eeting, Denzil Onslow said he had no objection to an extension of the
franchise but did not believe that the country was really demanding such a
m easure. He also  felt a schem e for the redistribution of seats should have
been considered at the sam e tim e and that Ireland should not be included within
the scope of the leg isla tion  as this would only serve to strengthen the hands 
6of P arn ell.*  This latter point was of particular concern to the A dvertiser,
*1 Ibid.
*2 280 Hansard 3S -584.
*3 Nineteenth Century XII, 159.
*4 Gazette 19th July.
*5 Ibid 18th July.
*6 Gazette 1st May 1884.
which objected to the. way the Franchise B ill guaranteed to -'the Irish  
Irreconcilables that their numbers and powers for m ischief and treason  
will be trebled."*'*’ An amendment moved by Brodrick to exclude Ireland 
from the Act was defeated. His speech, the A dvertiser rep orted , was
"conclusive as to the m isch ief that must follow from  
the inclusion within the B ill of hordes of ignorant 
peasants, ready only to follow the agitator so long 
as he prom ises disturbance, disorder and plunder. "*2
For the paper, the whole m easure represented a deliberate plot to
perpetuate radical government.
"There can be little  doubt," it said, "that anything 
w ill be possib le to desperate and extrem e politicans 
under the new Franchise B ill, from the establishm ent 
of a Republic to the erection of the Commune. "*3
Locally, at first, interest in the issu e  tended to be overshadowed by 
events abroad. The A dyertiser reported that though the Franchise B ill 
was put before a Guildford Conservative m eeting in April, "it was easy to
see  that not the embryo County v o te r , but the Egyptian and foreign difficulty
4was what the minds of the audience were intent upon. "* But when in July 
the B ill was held up by the House of Lords, the Gazette remarked that
5
"even Gordon is  forgotten" in the constitutional c r is is  which follow ed.*
The A dvertiser took exception to what it called Gladstone's "menacing 
language" towards the upper house. "The Lords must exerc ise  their  
judgement with independence, regardless of m inisterial threats" the . 
paper asserted .
"if they are supported by the whole Tory Party, we may 
confidently rely upon their saving the country from having 
thrust upon it a crude and inadequate m easure, which 
would be positively m ischievous instead of a satisfactory  
and permanent settlem ent of a great question. "*6
Naturally the Gazette did not agree, and saw the struggle as "The P eers
Versus the Nation", calling the attitude of the Lords "foolish, suicidal
blindness".* "The Fight for the Vote" was followed with avid in te r e s t .
through the sum m er and autumn, until direct negotiation between Gladstone
and Lord Salisbury resulted in the Franchise B ill and a schem e for
*1 A dvertiser 12th April. *5 Gazette 12th July.
*2 Ibid 24th May. *6 A dvertiser 30th June.
*3 Ibid 29th March. *7 Gazette. 26th July.
*4 Ibid 26th April.
redistribution being passed as agreed m easures. At "unquestionably
the largest, m ost important and enthusiastic Conservative m eeting ever
held in the W estern Division of Surrey" to quote the A d vertiser , a
resolution was passed
"That this m eeting is  of the opinion that the House of 
Lords in approving the extension of Household Suffrage 
to the Counties, but at the sam e tim e insisting  that any 
such m easure of reform ought to be accompanied by a 
just redistribution of political power, has acted in the 
true in terests of this country, and has earned the  
gratitude of the people. "*1
The Gazette viewed the com prom ise as a climb-down by the Conservative
~  2 
opposition, in that the franchise was extended.* The electorate of the
United Kingdom was increased from about three to five m illion s. Seventy-
nine towns of le s s  than 15, 000 people, including Guildford, ceased  to return
their own representative. U n iversities, and boroughs with a population
between 50, 000 and 165, 000 alone remained as two m em ber constituencies.
The rest of the country, both rural and urban, was artificia lly  chopped
3
up into single m em ber d iv isions.*  "We are honestly surprised  to find
the principle of one-m em ber constituencies provoking for the present so
'4
little  opposition, " the Gazette commented. * In practice it meant the end 
of the L iberal party's device of running whigs and radicals together. The
A dvertiser described the Act as "a Revolution" and bemoaned the impending
5
political extinction of the Guildford Borough.* As for Surrey, the Gazette
suggested that "few counties in England prom ise to be m ore changed in
6
their electoral divisions. "* The journal saw the separation of the London
suburban districts as a constructive change towards m ore homogeneous
divisions. Six new constituencies were created in ex-m etropolitan Surrey -
Chertsey, Epsom , Kingston, Guildford, Reigate and Wimbledon. The
Guildford Division was to consist of the Guildford Borough, the petty
sesssion a l divisions of Guildford (except parish es.in  the Woking Hundred)
7
and Farnham (apart from the parish of F rim ley).*  The total population 
was 54,619. The Guildford Town Council felt that the com m issioners
"for want of local knowledge" had made a m istake in proposing-to cut Stoke
'  • '  8 
in two, half being apportioned to the Chertsey division. * To a Boundary
*1 A dvertiser 25th October. *5 A dvertiser 6th D ecem ber.
*2 Gazette 27th November. *6 Gazette 18th Decem ber.
*3 Ensor op cit p. 88 . *7 See F ig . 6 .
*4 Gazette 18th D ecem ber.
*8 Gazette 1st January 188 5.
Com m ission enquiry at Croydon, the Earl of Onslow argued that Stoke
"for all practical purposes" was part of Guildford. The case  was accepted
for transferring the whole of Stoke, along with the 595 individuals living
at Merrow, to the Guildford constituency. In return Chertsey received
■ 1
the four parishes composing both East and West Clandon and H orsley .*
The Tories w ere quick to bring their local organisation into line with the 
new boundaries, The Guildford branch of the P rim rose League held regular 
m eetings in the Borough and formed the basis of a new district Conservative 
A ssociation. The A dvertiser was full of pra ise  for the work of the League 
and the way it popularised Conservative principles - "the maintenance of
I. 2religion, the estates of the Realm and the Empire of England. * The
Gazette was altogether m ore gloomy about the L iberal's situation in Surrey,
3 ■
despite the creation of a Central Association for the Guildford D ivision. *
After the 1880 General Election the paper had complained that good L iberal
organisation had been confined to the North of England, and looked to the
Union of L iberal A ssociations in London and the Six Home Counties to
rectify the situation. The paper suggested a big effort should be made in ;
respect of registration, remarking
"Conservatives reg ister  their names as a sacred duty 
to their country and their Queen. L iberals are amazingly 
apathetic in this respect. "*4 ,
Yet four years la ter , the position had obviously not improved. Commenting
on the work of the Home Counties Union, the journal said:
"Like all other Liberal organisations in the South of England 
it has laboured thus far Under the difficulty of inadequate 
support from its own friends . "*5
Any fillip  to the government's m orale accruing from the passage of the 
Franchise Act was quickly dissipated by the Khartoum tragedy. In May 
came a tough budget with increases in incom e tax and the duties on drink. 
The A dvertiser supported the case of the d istillers and brew ers, who 
argued that they would have to bear the burden of heavier duties because  
it would be im possible to obtain an increased  price from the purchaser.
The A d vertiser  stated:
*1 Ibid 15th January. *4 Gazette 10th May 1881.
*2 Advertiser 9th May. *5 Ibid 23rd June 1885.
*3 Times 20th April.
"it is  tim e indeed that the representatives of all our 
home industries protested against the Liberal plan 
of fleecing the native producers while the happy 
foreigner goes Scot free. "*1
At the end of the month, the w orking-classes of Guildford met
"to protest against the im position of any further taxation  
on beer and sp ir its , the drink of the w orking-class, 
on the ground that any such taxation w ill be borne by 
them and not by the manufacturer. "
Although the A dvertiser described the m eeting as being "of an entirely
non-political character " Denzil Onslow acted as Chairman and other
prominent Conservatives and brewers occupied the platform . Demands '
were made for extra revenue to be raised in a manner that was "fairly and
2 '
equally distributed between all c la sse s" .*  Meanwhile, an amendment to
tfye budget was carried against the m inistry and Gladstone resigned. The
A dvertiser attacked the L iberals for
"a One-Hundred M illion Budget; Camps and Coercion 
in Ireland; Apology, Muddle and Surrender Abroad; 
and lessen ed  Trade and Increased Taxation at Home. "
The journal looked forward to seeing the Conservatives back in power,
thereby placing the country "in stronger and m ore patriotic hands. "*
On 24th June Lord Salisbury formed a minority adm inistration. ■
E lectioneering had already begun with the boundary changes. For the
new Guildford division, the L iberals brought forward E llis  Duncombe Gosling
of Godalming, labelled "the young Squire of Busbridge" by the A dvertiser,
4
since he had only recently come of age .*  Brodrick campaigned for the 
C onservatives, em phasising that the party had never objected to an 
extension of the franchise to include the rural householder. In a speech  
at Bram ley he claim ed that "the attitude taken up by the Conservative party 
during the progress of the Franchise B ill was such as to secu re a proper 
representation to the counties, whicli were ignored by the L ib era ls . It was 
due, not to Mr. Gladstone but to Lord Salisbury that they had an extended 
franchise on the present b a sis ,"  he said.,* With a general election set for 
November, Chamberlain delivered a se r ie s  of speeches in September ca llin gfo i
*1 Ibid 9th May.
*2 A dvertiser 30th May.
*3 A dvertiser 20th June.
*4 Ibid 23rd May. Gosling was the grandson of Thomas Duncombe.
*5 Advertiser 16th May.
agrarian and social reform . F ree elem entary education, com pulsory land
purchase for allotm ents and sm a ll-h o ld ers, and fisca l reform constituted
the three main planks of the radical program m e. Many observers including
Gladstone, believed that Chamberlain lo st votes for his party in the boroughs
through his education proposals and his talk of Church disestablishm ent. *
Certainly at the Guildford contest it was the Tories who called the tune with
their rallying cry of "the Church in danger", C. H. D .H ow ard  fee ls
that Chamberlain's agrarian programme was “ alm ost certainly" the
principal cause of L iberal gains in the counties which m ore than counter-
2balanced lo s se s  in the boroughs.* On the other hand, Henry P elling
considers that "there is  little  contemporary evidence for the view that
'Three A cres and a Cow1 won votes for the L ib era ls," the catch-phrase
3only being used by Conservatives as a form of d erision .* Though the loca l
p ress never used this slogan and indeed did not report Chamberlain's
"unauthorised program m e," Gosling gave due prominence to the issu e  of
encouraging sm all holdings and allotm ents . In h is address the L iberal
candidate stated:
"I am desirous that local authorities should be authorised  
to procure land at a fair value for allotment gardens or 
other public p u rp o ses."
Gosling also  proclaim ed h im self in favour of local self-governm ent, with rural
authorities being consolidated; of a readjustment in local and general
taxation, with the extraordinary tithe being ended , and of abolishing the
custom of prim ogeniture as part of a plan to "remove all artificia l
restrictions to F ree  Trade in land. " A compulsory system  of registration
to facilitate the easy transfer of land was suggested. Leaseholds and
copyholds were to be enfranchised. On the question of disestablishm ent
Gosling did not commit h im self, but was prepared to support a reform  of
the House of Lords , free prim ary education and a degree of loca l se lf-
government for Ireland. In foreign policy Gosling felt England should only
intervene abroad when his own in terests were im perilled, and that feelings
of attachment between the colonies and the mother country should be
4
cultivated. A strengthening of the navy was advocated.*
*1 G. H. D. Howard: "Joseph Chamberlain & the Unauthorised 
Programme" in English H istorical Review 1$50 p. 488.
*2 Ibid p. 477.
*3 H . Pelling: The Social Georgraphy of British E lections 1885-1910 p . 16.
*4 A ddress Tim es 24th October.
International affairs were given greater prominence in Brodrick's 
address.*^- The "waste of life  and money due to.the lam entable failures in 
Egypt" was condemned and the Salisbury administration welcom ed as "a
a
Government pledged to  re-estab lish  our influence abroad. The new
m inistry was applauded too, for the legislation  it had already carried  in
respect of better housing for the poor and the cheaper transfer of land.
Further credit for the Tories was claim ed for Reform:
"I rejoice that the determined efforts of the Conservatives 
have procured a proper representation of the country 
districts by the Redistribution B ill."
Brodrick expressed his "strongest opposition" to m easures "injurious to
the Established C hurch." The West Surrey Tim es was led  to comment that
the address "might have been written fifty years ago". Brodrick's call
for a readjustment in the rating system  met with the A dvertiser's approval
as the first step towards helping agriculturalists.
"He strikes at the very heart of the evil from which 
English farm ers and with them tradesm en, workmen 
and labourers suffer" said the paper.
The A dvertiser d ism issed  Gosling's address as "that of a neophyte in politics"  
and was particularly critica l about his indecisive attitude towards d is­
establishm ent. The L iberals were denounced as the party that
"has on every occasion dragged through the m ire the 
British flag; has wasted thousands of liv e s  in Egypt 
and m illions of money for no object and with no result;
. sent out General Gordon to save them and then basely  
deserted him; has held out the hand of friendship to 
disloyalty and sedition in our S ister  Is le . "*2
For the L iberals, the West Surrey Times wooed the newly enfranchised rural 
labourer, pointing out that free education for his children and the ownership 
of a sm all plot of land for h im self were both part of Liberal policy . Such
3benefits would never be granted by the Conservatives, it was em phasised .*  
The A dvertiser described the L iberals as holding out to e lectors the bait
of "Disestablishm ent and Disendowment of the National Church, free
4
education and free land. "* The West Surrey Tim es accused the Tories
of having cynically adopted the "Church in danger cry" when no such threat
5’ '
existed . * Naturally the A dvertiser argued that the L iberals had ra ised  the
*1 Tim es 31st October.
*2 A dvertiser 31st October
*3 T im es 17th October.
*4 A dvertiser 31st October.
* 5 Tim es .14th Novcm b er .
question of disestablishm ent fir st. Mid-way through the campaign Gosling 
announced that he would not support any parliam entary motion in favour of 
disestablishm ent. *  ^ In one Conservative cartoon, Gosling was depicted as a
goose, walking along a path through "Disestablishm ent, Falsehood and
2 ' M isrepresentation."* (See F ig . 23 ) The latter charges w ere a reference
to suggestions made by Gosling that the Tories would increase the price
of bread through levying a duty on wheat. Brodrick issu ed  a poster on
17th November:
"Working-men, attempts are being made to obtain your 
votes for Mr. Gosling by statem ents which are fa lse .
It is  asserted  that I said at a m eeting that '12 /- (60p) 
a week were good enough wages for a w orking-m an'.
Any such statem ent is  untrue.
M r. Gosling is  reported to have said at Gomshall on 
November 10th 1885, that the Conservative Party  
want to tax corn and make bread dear. I deny it. I 
w ill not vote for a tax on corn. The Conservative 
Party are the strongest supporters of the cheap loaf 
and Lord Salisbury said on November 4th 1885: 'The 
Liberals are telling the agricultural labourers that we 
are in favour of a dear loaf and reim posing the Corn 
Laws. It is  a downright thumping l ie 1.
I cannot believe you w ill allow the Radicals.to gain 
your votes by such reck less m is-sta tem en ts,"
Brodrick concluded. *3
The A dvertiser joined the attack on the L ib era ls1 slogans, "Vote for Gosling
the Poor Man's Friend" and "Vote for Gosling and Free Education'*, with
a piece headed "The Poor Ratepayer". The paper depicted the Liberal
programme as entailing unlimited rates and the destruction of religious
education. Reference was made to a m eeting of the Guildford Council
on 9th Novem ber, when a 3d (1.2p) in the pound rate was im posed to m eet
the School Board bill of £680. To provide com pletely free education for a ll,
the paper said , a rate increase of 2/ -  (lOp) in the pound would be req uired ,
4with voluntary supported schools being c losed .*
Henry Peak, who took an active part in the campaign on G osling's behalf,
5described the election as "a hard-fought contest" .* There was certain ly  a
*1 Ibid.
*2 Reproduced in Bonner op cit p. 30.
*3 Ibid p. 31.
*4 A dvertiser 28th November.
*5 Peak op cit Book F p. 445.
T h e  L i b e r a l  t r u m p e t s  b l e w  a  b l a s t ,
A s  t h r o u g h  f a i r  S u r r e y 's  v a l l e y s  p a s s e d  
A  G o s l in g , w i t h  a  f a r  f r o m  n ic e  
U m b r e l l a ,  b e a r i n g  s t r a n g e  d e v i c e —
E x c e l s  r o u !
H i s  h a l f - g r o w n  p l u m e s ,  h i s  t e n d e r  f o r m  
A l i k e  e x p o s e d  t o - m e e t  t h e  s t o r m  
O f  T o r y  t r u t h s ,  f i e r c e  d o w n w a r d  p o u r i n g —  
H e  f e a r l e s s  h i s s e d ,  t h r o u g h  t e m p e s t s  r o a r i n g ,  
■ E x c e l s io r  !
T h e  w i n d i n g  p a t h  l e a d s  t h r o u g h  t h e  n i g h t  
O f  g u i l e  a n d  f a l s e h o o d — y e t  i n  s i g h t ,
S t .  S t e p h e n ’s  l i g h t  g l e a m s  c l e a r  a s  d a y —  
W h a t  m a t t e r s  t h e n  a  t o r t u o u s  w a y  ? 
E x c e l s io r  !
F u l l  m a n y  a  Ala tier's n e s t  f o u l  h e  f i n d s  
O n  b a n k  w h e r e  Jordan's r i v e r  w i n d s ,
A  Stony p a t h  h i s  f e e t  m u s t  t r e a d ,
A n d  y e t  a  M o t h e r ’s  v o i c e  h a d  s a i d —
E x c e l s io r  !
T h e  w i n d s  o f  d i s c o r d  r e n d  t o  r a g s  
T I \ ’ u m b r e l l a  f r a i l ,  m i d s t  t r e a c h e r o u s  q u a g s ,  
B e lo w  t h e  C h u r c h ’s  t h r e a t e n i n g  f o r t  
H e  g r a s p s  a  s e c o n d — T i m e  i s  s h o r t !
E x c e l s io r  !
W e a r i e d  a n d  w o r n ,  h e  o n w a r d  p r e s t —
T h e  L i b e r a l  s u n  s a n k  i n  t h e  w e s t .
T h e  c l o u d s  o f  d o u b t  l o o m e d  d r e a d ,  t h e  m i s t  
C l o s e d  i n — y e t  s t i l l  h e  f a i n t l y  h i s s e d  
E x c e l s io r  !
T h e r e ,  o n  t h e  f a t e f u l  p o l l i n g  d a y ,  
L i f e l e s s ,  y e t  b e a u t i f u l ,  l ie  l a y —
W h i l e  c lo s e  e n w r a p p e d  h i s  d y i n g  h e a d ,  
T h r e e  s t e e l s ,  a  s t i c k ,  a  t a t t e r e d  s h r e d —  
E x c e l s io r  ! A Torn.
EVER;
;gii4ito*; t-f c «
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high turn-out of 83% on polling day, Brodrick defeating Gosling by 4,485 
votes to 3, 730 (54%-46%). The West Surrey Tim es f elt it was no disgrace • 
"that a young and untried man should come within 756 votes of winning what 
has hitherto been considered the m ost Tory constituency in Surrey". The 
Liberals would have won, the paper asserted  "but for the terrorism  exercised  
in many of the rural parishes by resident gentry and the beneficed clergy.
Such c la im s, however, w ere not substantiated. The A dvertiser was 
particularly scornful of what it regarded as feeble Liberal excuses for their  
defeat.
"With the ballot in full operation and a stringent Bribery  
Act, it is  absurd to talk of socia l pressure and undue 
influence. "
Voters , said the paper naturally sided with the Conservatives as the "party 
of loyalty and patriotism ". Under the L iberals, the "British Em pire had < 
sunk to the low est depths of degradation. "* There is  no evidence to 
suggest that the Anglican clergy played a decisive role in G osling's defeat 
as the West Surrey Times suggested, although they m ust, as in the past, 
have represented a solid  block of support for the C onservatives. Indeed 
one serm on preached by the Reetor of Holy Trinity Parish  a fortnight 
before polling day, was remarkable for its superficially non-partisan content. 
Entitled "The vote and its value", e lectors were urged to cast their vote 
"for the greatest good, to the greatest number".* But the fa!ct that the 
L iberals perform ed badly in the rural parishes around G u ild fo rd w a s not 
a m atter of dispute. Peak contended: .
"We had reason to believe that he (Gosling) had a good 
majority of vo tes  in Guildford, Stoke and perhaps 
Farncombe and Godalming, but Farnham and the great 
stretch of the rural parts of the D ivision, were 
unmistakably On the other side. "*4
If this assessm en t was anaccurate one,then in som e resp ects it tended to
run counter to the trend in the country as a whole.
"Partly through the Irish vote and partly because they 
had not forgotten Gordon, London, Liverpool, M anchester 
and the towns generally , turned against Gladstone, " says 
Ensor. "But in the counties the new electors, kindled 
by the 'unauthorised program m e', repaid the party which 
had enfranchised them. "*5
*1 Tim es 5th December.
*2 A dvertiser 30th November,
*3 Ibid 18th Novem ber.
*4 Peak op cit p. 447.
*5 Ensor op cit p. 94.
Yet the rural voters'in  the Guildford constituency appear to have been 
singularly ungrateful for Chamberlain’s proposals and for the 
extension of the franchise. And this was despite the fact that the number 
of voters in the parishes of the new division on the old reg ister  had only 
numbered som e 4, 000 compared with nearly 10,000 after the 1884 Act. 
Presum ably they may have agreed with Brodrick in apportioning som e of 
the credit for the m easure to the C onservatives. On the other hand, would 
the L ib era ls’ defeat have been all the more crushing but for Chamberlain's 
proposals? The evidence is  not c lear-cu t. The L iberals' share of the 
poll fell from 46% in 1885 to 42% seven years later, though in 1892 Brodrick  
had the advantage of being established as the constituency's rep resentative. 
N onetheless, this 2% swing against the L ib era ls would suggest that the 
"unauthorised programme'was not a great vote winner in the constituency.
As for Guildford itse lf  there are grounds for questioning the validity of 
Peak's conclusion that the L iberals secured "a good m ajority of votes"  
in the town, when under a month previously the Conservatives had swept 
the board at the council elections with both Liberal candidates failing to  
be re-e lected . Evidently, though, Peak had not found significant numbers 
of Liberal electors turning against Gladstone because of the Gordon episode 
in the towns of Guildford and Godalming. N onetheless, taking the division  
as a whole, Brodrick's attack on the way the Liberals handled affairs 
abroad coupled with his defence of the Established Church, was probably an 
important element in the Conservative's v ictory. Nationally, the L iberals 
emerged with a majority of 86 over the C onservatives, but P arnell's follow ers  
now numbered 86 as w ell. The revelation that Gladstone was prepared to 
accept som e m easure of devolution or Home Rule for Ireland, paved the way 
for his return to power.
In its review of the 1885 E lection, the West Surrey Tim es argued that
"Church D isestablishm ent, F ree Education and Peasant 
Proprietorship in Land, were important factors in the 
contest, the Reform of Parliam entary Procedure and 
County Government taking a second place. The only 
definite issu e that was not before the electors was the 
question of Home Rule in Ireland. "*1
Though this latter problem was soon to dominate political life , the Tory
government's defeat in January 1886 came about over the allotm ents issu e .
*1 Times 2nd January 188 6,
J e sse  Collings' successfu l amendment to the Address regretted the absence 
of any m easure to promote allotm ents for the rural labourer. The 
administration quoted in vain figures supplied by Lord Onslow that the 
Landowners A ssociation now had m em bers owning over i f  m illion acres  
who were ready to grant voluntarily requests for allotm ents.
Lord Onslow had first turned his mind seriou sly  to the consideration of
• 2allotments as the basis of an agricultural policy the previous year. *
Wishing to prove that the landlords of England were perfectly  w illing to give
land for allotm ents wherever the demand existed, he founded "The Land
and Glebe Owners A ssociation for the Voluntary extension of the Allotm ents
System". The Earl h im self put up a notice in every parish where he owned
land to say that anybody who wanted an allotment could have it for the
asking, He hoped that other landowners would take sim ilar  action, if  not
out of public sp iritedness, then out of se lf-in terest to guard them selves
against attack from their political opponents. Through the A ssociation , Onslow
hoped "to prove that the landowners and the clergy are the real friends of the
labourer." Gladstone reacted favourably to his plans. "I have no doubt"
he wrote to Onslow, "that if voluntary action could go far enough it would
afford the best solution."* Chamberlain, however, remained faithful to the .
compulsory principle:
"I am still at a lo ss  to understand why landlords who are  
doing so much to satisfy all reasonable demands should 
object to have their efforts supplemented by a compulsion  
which would not hurt them, but could only bring up to their
leve l those landlords who now refuse this accommodation. "*4
This view was to prevail, a B ill being introduced in 1887 which provided
for the acquisition by the loca l Sanitary Authority of Land for allotm ents on
the demand of any six  e lectors. The B ill also gave the new County Authority
power to exercise  compulsion should the Sanitary Authority be unable to
acquire land.
In the meantime it was Ireland which preoccupied parliam ent. An essentia l 
part of Gladstone's Home Rule m easure was a schem e for buying out the 
landlords. Such interference with the right's of property alarm ed the
*1 A dvertiser 30th January.
*2 Onslow type-script op cit Ch XXVI p . 2 .
*3 Ibid pp 4 -6 . _
*4 Ibid letter  March 1886.
A d vertiser . Commenting on the B ill, the paper said: "the m ore c losely  
it is  examined the m ore wild and revolutionary it seem s. "** It i s ,  said  
the paper, "a schem e for the commencement of the disruption of the 
British Em pire. "* On 8th June, the Bill was defeated with many L iberals 
supporting the opposition. Gladstone decided to d issolve parliam ent. The 
A dvertiser was delighted at the "Unionist V ictory".
"The first attack by a British M inister on the integrity of the 
Em pire and the Constitutional Rights of her M ajesty's 
Loyal Subjects in Ireland, has been ignom iniously  
repelled, " the paper proclaim ed, and looked forward 
to the General Election "with every confidence in the 
resu lt. "*3
The West Surrey Times remarked:
"it seem s to us that now the broad and only real issu e  
before the electors is  whether this badly-governed and 
unhappy country shall becom e a m ilitary p ossession , 
of the Crown, or by reform s carried  out on the basis  
of Mr. Gladstone's m easure, she may become a loyal, 
happy and contented integral part of our united Empire"*4
In the July election, the Liberals and P arn ellites engaged as a llie s  in a
common campaign, whilst the Conservatives gave support to the dissident
L iberals. L ocally, the L iberals hoped that Gosling might contest Guildford
again. "The only result will be to subject Mr. Gosling to a s till m ore
crushing defeat than in December" the A dvertiser contended.* P ossib ly
Gosling agreed, for he did not come forward and contested, unsuccessfu lly ,
the E ccles Division in Lancashire. The paper a lso  reported that a group of
"influential L iberals . . .  - by no means a sm all band" were opposed to all
efforts to get a candidate for the Division and had le t  it be known they would
6support the Conservatives if a Home Rule candidate was found. * F inally , 
of the twenty-two seats in Surrey, including the metropolitan boroughs, only 
two m inisterial candidates were returned. In the country at large , the 
government was heavily defeated. Judging from the A dvertiser a desire for 
im perial unity was of significance in arousing opposition to Home Rule, whilst 
Gladstone's interference with the rights of property in Ireland also  helped  
to alarm m id d le-class voters.
*1 A dvertiser 14th April.
*2 Ibid 24th April.
*3 Ibid 12th June.
*4 Tim es 12th June.
*5 A dvertiser 12th June.
*6 Ibid 10th July.
Though it has become virtually an h istorical cliche to say that 1886 was a 
decisive turning-point in modern British political h istory, such was the case. 
At the end of 1885 the Liberal position was s till reasonably strong, despite 
the lo ss  of their independent m ajority in the Commons. Yet one year later  
the party was divided into two alienated groups. The Conservatives were 
greatly strengthed by both Whiggish and Radical L iberal unionists . A 
profound change in the pattern of British politics ensued . For over fifty 
years the m ajority party had been a W hig-Liberal coalition. From 1886, 
however, the Conservatives were to dominate the scene. In. the first instance, 
excepting one brief triennium, the Liberal eclipse lasted  for nineteen y ears.
d) The Guildford Constituency 1886 - 1900
During Lord Salisbury's administration from 1886 - 1892, the piece of
dom estic legislation  arousing the m ost in terest in Surrey was the Free
Education Act. The A dvertiser praised the m easure as "thoroughly
equitable and satisfactory*1, em phasising that one of the government's main
aim s was "to make secure the Voluntary Schools. The Liberal Gazette
regarded the B ill as "m iserable and half-hearted", but took the view that
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"half a .loaf is  better than none. "* The paper had evinced a sim ilar  
attitude towards the 1888 Local Government Act, which had Created sixty-tw o  
County Councils with powers over the adm inistrative functions of the old 
quarter se ss io n s . Since only the affluent could afford to sit on the new 
councils, there was little  change in the c la ss  make-up of these bodies compared 
to the old quarter se ss io n s . In Surrey, for example, there was only one 
bona fide tenant farm er on the first council out of over fifty elected councillors 
which included eight m em bers of Parliam ent or the aristocracy, eight 
m em bers of the legal profession / six  army officers, four m erchants, three  
corn m erchants, three stock-brokers, three b rew ers, two engineers and
3
two Churchmen.* Consequently the demand for elective parish councils 
featured in the Liberal programme of reform adopted at N ew castle in 1891. 
Other prom ises directed towards the rural vote included a reform  of the 
land laws and new powers for the acquisition of land for allotm ents , but 
the proposals provoked little  interest amongst the Surrey p r e ss . Around 
Guildford the South West Surrey Landowners*Association for the Voluntary 
Extension of the Allotment System , seem  to have prevented grievances on 
that score . Its June report of 1891 claim ed that the m ajority of the working- 
c la ss  locally  were "well provided" with allotm ents or good gardens. People  
having any difficulty in obtaining land were invited to contact the association , 
which boasted a com m ittee composed of all the major landowners of the 
area.^
The Newcastle program m e, drawn up with a view to the impending election  
at the end of the government's term  of office in l892 , included a com mitment
*1 A dvertiser 1st May 1891.
*2 Gazette 12th June.
*3 Biographical Sketches of Aldermen and Councillors composing the 
1st County Council for Stirrey (1889)
*4 A dvertiser 1st June.
to Home Rule. With Parliam ent about to be dissolved; the A dvertiser  
declared:
"it is  perfectly  clear that the approaching Election will 
be contested so le ly  on the question of Home Rule and 
there is ,  we are glad to observe, every indication 
that the country is  as opposed to such an unnecessary  
and dangerous Constitutional change as it was in 1886."*!
The Gazette preferred to emphasis the socia l issu es  of the e le c t io n /in  a
2clarion call to the party faithful:*
"if we value equal political rights, securing our vote 
always unm olested, fair taxation, loca l government 
with parish councils, decent dwellings, allotm ents 
for labouters, kind treatment of the aged poor and all 
our just rights, let us embrace this opportunity . . .  
believing that the result depends upon our individual 
effort. M
The Conservatives p o ssessed  a ready retort, which was used both locally  
and nationally, on the theme that Gladstone had never really  cared for  
social questions.
"if he were placed in power aga in ," said the Times 
"he would go on the old path, and all this pretended 
anxiety about the condition of the people would
, disappear as quickly as it developed. If the people 
of this country want social leg islation , they must go 
to a party which can govern Ireland without getting 
up a revolution1.'* 3
The A dvertiser sim ilarly  appealed to electors not to be "hoodwinked by . 
Separatist candidates" who prom ised "an era of Radical leg isla tion  for the 
w ork in g -c la sses. "•
"The whole of the tim e of the next Parliam ent" the 
paper contended, "would be devoted to an attempt to 
make the Irish agitators nominally and the Irish p r iest-  
bood actually, the absolute rulers of Ireland. "*4
In their campaign speeches, Brodrick and the Liberal Candidate George 
Lawrence (a so licitor  from H aslem ere) both gave their own highly partisan  
accounts of the state of Ireland under su ccessive  Liberal and C onservative  
adm inistrations. The C onservatives, both at a national and loca l l e v e l /a l s o  
linked the wider question of the Em pire to Gladstone's conversion to Home 
Rule. The Tim es contrasted Gladstone's policy of "unworthy surrender" with 
Salisbury's solid  support for the maintenance of the country's
*1 Ibid 2nd May 1892.
*2 Gazette 3rd May.
*3 The Times 16th June.
*4 Advertiser 4th June.
magnmceni em pire aimiiariy, ine Advertiser ponxmcatea:
"The first and supreme duty of all patriotic men - 
whether they be Radical, Whig or Tory - is  to do all 
in their power to maintain intact the glorious Empire 
which we have inherited. "*2
In his final speech at Guildford, Brodrick chose to detail the Conservatives
programme of reform to complete loca l government by creating district
councils; to reform  the poor law in the in terests of "the honest and
deserving poor"; to extend the schem e of technical education; to carry out
a system  of state pensions; and to try and avoid strikes through arbitration."*
On polling day Brodrick ran out the winner by 5,191 votes to 3 ,720. His
m ajority of 1,471 was nearly double that of the 1885 contest, representing
a 2% swing in his favour. The Tim es suggested that his victory was not quite
so easy as it might have appeared. Lawrence, the paper stressed  was
"a popular local man, a ready and effective speaker and 
for two years he has been alm ost c ea se le ss  in his 
endeavours to win the seat. "*4
Edwin Bonner, the Tory agent, agreed that Lawrence "was no mean 
candidate" and that "every effort was put forth . to insure su ccess  on both 
sid es." *  As the A dvertiser had always pointed out, however, Lawrence 
p o ssessed  no experience in public or parliam entary life , whereas Brodrick  
could be described quite justifiably as "in many respects an ideal represent­
ative" for Guildford, in that he lived near the constituency (being connected
by fam ily and estates with the area) and arguably provided Guildford with a
6relatively effective voice through his prominence in Parliam ent. '* W hilst 
the Conservatives may have worked hard to gain an increased  m ajority  
in Guildford, there was never any doubt about the eventual outcome of the 
election. On the night of the contest, before the result was declared the 
following day, Bonner provided the printers with his prediction of the voting
figures for the purposes of receiving a proof card from them. His projection
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of a Tory majority of 2 ,460, was only eleven votes out from the actual to ta l.*  
Tit Bits reported the incident as "probably the m ost extraordinary instance  
of election prognostication on record. "*  ^ Bonner h im self felt that the 
F ree Education Act had proved a vote-w inner for the C onservatives, despite 
the continual hammering at the Home Rule question in the Guildford campaign.
*1 The Tim es 16th June. *5 Bonner op cit p. 32.
*2 A dvertiser 29th June. *6 Advert iser  28th May.
*3 The Tim es 12 July. •• *7 Bonner op cit p. 32.
*4 Ibid 15th July. *8 Ibid 13th August.
Nationally, in fact, a Home Rule majority of forty was returned to
Parliam ent. The Gazette suggested that the Irish problem had been the 
main issu e  at the General Election but that it had been overplayed by the 
Conservatives.
"The Home Rule question is  made too much of by far, " 
the paper commented. "Free Education and reform of 
the registration laws contain much m ore than does Home 
Rule. It is  the Tory cry of ’Separation' and 'Home 
Rule' that has upset people's minds on this subject."*!
The Tim es alleged:
"It is  alm ost incredible, though it is  apparently beyond 
dispute, that the m ost su ccessfu l of all the methods 
to which Gladstonian candidates condescended to 
appeal in beguiling the agricultural labourers was 
the naked and sham eless 'suggestio falsi' of the 
contrast between the big and the little  loaf. "*2
In the Guildford campaign economic m atters concerning farming and trade
were never mentioned. Presum ably the Tim es would have seen this as
mistaken strategy on the L iberals' part.
The defeat.of the Salisbury government in August led  to Gladstone's return 
to power and the introduction of a 3rd Home Rule B ill. While the A dvertiser  
campaigned for a reduction in the number of Irish seats at W estminister., the 
Surrey Tim es accorded prominence to the Direct Veto B ill. "There is  
undeniable reason, force and justice behind.the proposal to give the 
public a voice in the granting of licences"  the paper declared. * Though 
few changes w ere anticipated in Surrey if local veto had becom e law, a large  
protest m eeting of licen sed  victuallers was held in Guildford. The A dvertiser  
dism issed  the proposal as being designed to keep the allegiance of the extrem e  
tem perance party. *^
In March 1894 Gladstone resigned as prem ier and was succeeded by Lord  
R osebery. But the House of Lords opposition to m ost L iberal proposals 
remained. The government's sole parliam entary su ccess was H arcourt's 
introduction of death duties. The Surrey Tim es was glad to se e  "the absurd 
anomaly" being ended whereby real property avoided im post and rem arked
*1 Gazette 22nd July.
*2 The Times 1.5th July.
*3 Tim es 4th March.
*4 A dvertiser 4th March.
MWe have a great, a long needed and a loudly called  
for reform strictly  in accordance with just princip les. "*1
This Mspoliation of property” formed part of the Tory's attack on the "socialist"
L iberals, at the 1895 General E lection. The Conservatives gained a
commanding Parliam entary m ajority. In the Guildford constituency the
L iberals did not contest the election. The A dvertiser, which had raised
the cry of "the Church in danger" when the Welsh D isestablishm ent Bill
was brought forward the previous year, had no doubt that the election result
represented "an ebullition of popular wrath against politicians . . . who have
2sought to undermine the country's m ost cherished institutions"* On the
Conservative side, there was a large degree of unanimity as to the causes
of their su ccess . The Tim es considered the electors had entered
'kn emphatic protest against the system  of disintegration  
and revolution of which Home Rule is  the m ost conspicuous, 
though not the only development. "*3
The A dvertiser am plified the point:
"The election of 1895 pronounces the verdict of the 
nation as a whole against the secularisation of the 
Church, the spoilation of property, the destruction 
of individual freedom , the subversion of the 
Constitution. We have been told the electors wanted 
all these things, and that an arrogant and irresponsib le  
aristocracy thwarted the will of the people. The 
people called upon to pronounce the doom of the House 
of Lords have passed sentence upon the House of 
Commons. Invited to demolish the Church, they 
have rallied to her support. Asked to confiscate  
capital they reject the Socialists and 
faddists with contempt. Implored to endorse the 
N ew castle programm e, N ew castle itse lf  rejected its  
prom oter. "*4
The Surrey Tim es could only report that "nine tim es out of ten" the man in
5the street gave the Direct Veto B ill as the reason for the Liberal se t-b ack .*
The A dvertiser was happy to elaborate on "the dozen different reasons" the 
Radicals th em selves were blaming - party agents, the dual leadersh ip , the 
lo ss  of Gladstone's inspiring personality, Lord R osebery's feeb len ess, and 
Harcourt for elevating local veto into a leading issu e .
*1 Tim es 21st April.
*2 Ibid 20th July 1895.
*3 The Tim es 19th July.
*4 A dvertiser 27th July.
*5 Surrey Tim es 20th July.
"The luck less Local Veto B ill com es in for a large  
share of censure,"  the journal remarked, "and it 
is  as vehemently denounced by embittered radicals 
as it could be by the publicans th em se lves. "*1
Nowhere is  there any support for Ensor's thesis that the Liberal party
lost
"mainly because England (though not Scotland, Wales 
or Ireland) had now been caught up into currents of 
political feeling and doctrine - those of expansive 
im perialism  - with which the unionists were ready to 
comply, and m ost of the L iberals were not. "*2
It took the Boer war to bring about such a decisive degree of active
patriotic feelings in the Guildford constituency. Here, as elsew here in
1900, there was "wild enthusiasm" for the w ar.* Henry Peak complained:
"It was the studied purpose of the Conservative or 
Government Candidates to represent all the L iberals 
as im patriotic pro-B oers; a fa lse  but taking cry at the 
tim e, and the result in the Guildford division was 
never questioned. "
At the "Khaki" Election Brodrick increased his 1892 m ajority by 747
votes, a 2% swing to the T ories.
. "He was not a bit ashamed of the fact that it was
a Khaki v ic to ry ," Peak ruefully observed, "because 
he looked upon a Khaki Victory as a National victory . . .
N ever was an election fought under blacker m isrep res­
entation with regard to the defeated party. "*4
For the period from 1885 to 1'900, Blake has tentatively put forward a 
possible hypothesis about electoral behaviour. With the rider that it 
is  oversim plified, he states:
"it is  based on the assumption that the m ost persisten t  
factor in the choice made by the enlarged electorate was 
the desire for co llectiv ism , for social reform in the 
in terests of the newly enfranchised urban and rural 
householders, but that this at moments of c r is is ,  
particularly when som e 'national' issu e  came to the 
fore, could be elbowed out. "*5
Applied to the Guildford division, Blake's theory is only partly valid being
more applicable to the earlier than the later contests. Between 1886 and 1892,
keen interest was aroused by the F ree Education Act which was regarded by
*1 A dvertiser 3rd August.
*2 Ensor op cit p. 221.
*3 Peak op cit Book F p. 449.
*4 Ibid pp. 449-450.
*5 Blake op cit p . 164.
Bonner as the Conservatives biggest vote - winner at the 1892 Guildford 
contest. It is  sign ificant, perhaps, that Brodrick devoted his final 
speech o f  that particular campaign to the Conservative's programm e for  
reform . On the Liberal side, social is su es  were always to the fore, 
whilst as elsew here, Home Rule remained a key question. In 1895, 
however, Brodrick placed m ost stress  on a defence of the Anglican Church,
It is  a reaction against radical change in 1895, both in Guildford and 
apparently elsew here, which represents the chief weakness in Blake's 
hypothesis. Though Blake ascribes the L iberals' defeat to their inability  
to promote socia l change, to their defeat over Home Rule and to the divisions 
within their own ranks, it is  clear that Home Rule was regarded as only 
the forerunner of reform s of a broadly co llectiv ist nature. Naming attacks 
on the House of Lords, the property of Churches, the in terests of trade and 
the lib erties of m inorities, the Tim es commented that "Home Rule has been 
linked with other revolutionary projects as dangerous and as in s in ce re ."*1 
Sim ilarly the A dvertiser remarked:
"The plunder of property, the spoliation of churches, 
the sub-division of capital, all have been prom ised  
in tempting profusion arid England has rejected them  
all. "*2 ■
Even before the campaign had got under way in 1895, the A dvertiser was
looking forward to "the friends of the Constitution" gaining a m ajority and
hence bringing "a return to the old safe and sober ways in which the great
3
object was to uphold and not to destroy, the institutions of the country".*
Though this obviously represented a partisan Tory viewpoint, nonetheless,
there does seem  to have been a general reaction against the prospect of
radical change, which flie s  in the face of B lake's general contention. However.
at lea st Guildford opinion was concerned about co llectiv ist p o lic ie s , albeit
from a negative stance, to the exclusion of other issu es  in 1895. F inally , it
is  interesting to note that although the bottom had fallen out of the wheat
market in 1893, leading to an average price per quarter for corn of 22/10
(£1.14) in 1894 and of 2 3/1 (£1. 15) in 1895, agricultural problem s did not
receive any attention locally  at the time of the election. By this tim e, the
transition of the Guildford constituency from a somewhat backward rural 
area into a region intim ately connected with the m etropolis had begun.
'*1' The Times 19th July, 1895.
*2 Advertiser 20th July.
*3 Ibid 3rd July .
CHAPTER ELEVEN
Municipal and Town P o litics 1850-1900 
P reface
The Guildford Borough was slow to initiate im provem ents in loca l am enities. 
In particular the town did not construct a proper sewage system  until 1895. 
M oreover, in m id-century, nearly as .many houses were taking their water 
from w ells as from the public supply. Outbreaks of typhoid resulted. The 
Borough's belated adoption of the Local Government Act.in 1864, provided the 
stim ulus for the L iberals to challenge the Tories' ser ie s  of v ictories at 
the municipal contests. Thus the renewed interest in local council elections 
which Hanham links with the passage of the Second Reform Act, came earlier  
in Guildford. The Liberal effort of 1864, how ever,proved short-lived  and it 
was another decade before the L iberals mounted a sustained attack on the 
Conservative domination of the Corporation. This Liberal revival was 
fuelled by the em ergence of Nonconformity as a political force within the 
Borough. As the local economy expanded, su ccessfu l b u sin esses grew up that 
were headed by L iberals and Nonconformists who were not a part of the 
town's political e iite . The resulting tensions sharpened party rivalry.
Party p o litics, rather than personalities or other non-partisan factors, w ere  
the basis of Guildford municipal elections. .
At the beginning of the 1860's, the West Surrey Tim es under its new
proprietor John Hughs, was attacking the government of the town from a
strong m oral viewpoint. One editorial thundered:
"Profligacy and vice of the m ost sham eless description, 
which might be suppressed by the m agistrates at little  
trouble and no expense, are allowed to pursue their  
career  unchecked; brothels and beer-houses increase  
under our noses and the streets swarm with harlots; 
riotous mobs at stated intervals take p ossession  of the 
town, and the law is so feebly adm inistered that it p ro fesses  
itse lf  unable, to cope with such an outrage; the public lam ps 
are not half lit  and the pressu re  on the gas is  greatly  
diminished after a certain hour of the night . . . "*1
E arlier in the year the paper had already drawn attention to "the evil of
beerhouses and the rapid and unchecked growth of the Social E vil. In Dorking
Reigate and many other towns in our vicinity a prostitute is  rarely to be
seen; but Guildford is  full of them, sapping the m orals of her youth and
destroying the reputation of the town". The journal said there were twenty
beerhouses in the Borough, compared with fourteen in Godalming and six
2in Farnham (although Aldershot had forty-six ). * The number of prostitutes
within the town was estim ated at about eighty, twenty-one being under 
sixteen years old.*'V
The complaint about regular riots was a reference to the alm ost annual
challenge to law and order around the 5th of November. Up to the. 1840's
although there had been a few reports of riotous behaviour, overall the
celebrations had been of an inoffensive nature. By 1843, however, violence
and vandalism had increased. Fireworks "sufficiently large to present som e
of the dangerous effects of the grenade" were being le t off and the perpetuators
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had taken to blacking their faces and wearing "banditte-looking dress" (sic)*  
The West Surrey Tim es gave details of these extraordinary outfits. One "Guy" 
wore "a helm et shaped white hat with horns on the top thrown back, red m ask, 
long white beard, brown slop, blue stockings and knee breeches, whilst 
another sported "a black hat variegated with strips of pointed tin, a black 
m ask covering his head and shoulders, variegated with tufts of wool, black
*1 Tim es 12th October 1861.
*2 Ibid 1st August,
*3 Ibid 24th August (Improved communications with the Aldershot barracks 
contributed to the Borough's problem ).
*4 Standard 11th November 1843.
coat and white trousers tied up at the knees. "** Only the employment
of special constables enabled reasonable order to be kept, though this did
not prevent pailings, fen ces, gates and faggot stacks from being pillaged each
year to provide m aterial for a bonfire. Anyone convicted of theft had their
fines paid co llectively  by the Guys, who were said to consist mainly of shop-
2boys and apprentices.* "The extra or dinarly proceedings" of 5th November 
struck Henry Peak particularly forcibly as a newcomer to the town in 1851 . .
" . . .  In the roadway opposite Trinity Churchyard a great '
fire was burning, brilliantly lighting up all around, and 
the whole town was as if in a state of siege . Every shop 
window not protected by shutters was barricaded, and wet 
straw and manure heaped over the areas and gratings . . .  
to prevent the penetration of firew orks. These were 
formidable and dangerous things, being im m ense squibs 
many of them 12 - 15 inches in length and i f  to 2 inches 
in diam eter, and being chiefly loaded with gunpowder and 
heavily rammed, their force of explosion when discharged  
was tremendous and notwithstanding the precautions taken,
I saw several mount to a great height and some actually enter 
the upper windows of houses. Curiosity drew me to the 
bonfire where a great and law less crowd was gathered. The 
chiefs, fantastically dressed, were m em bers of the Guy's 
Society, an organised body defying the police and officials  
of the town, and a saturnalia of mob rule was being carried  
on. The whole place was at the m ercy of the Guys, who 
gave orders by means of a horn. "*3
That the. guys were a reasonably organised body, was demonstrated in 1854,
when a bonfire was lit  as a feint to draw the police into an ambush. Anyone
calling for stronger m easures against the guys were liab le to find their
homes attacked, as occurred to two Conservative councillors, Sturt and
4 '•
Stevens.* In 1855 an anonymous hand-bill from the "young men of the borough 
of Guildford" suggested that the Mayor should authorise a subscription for 
setting up a bonfire in a suitable place to facilitate an orderly night, with 
the guys acting as vigilantes. The offer having been refused, 1857 saw the 
m ost serious disturbances to date when a mob of 600-700 attacked civilians
5
and p o lice .*  Finally in 1863, after the Guys had again destroyed property  
with a bonfire to celebrate the Prince of Wales' m arriage, the Corporation 
elected Philip W. Jacob as mayor with a "free hand" to deal with the
*1 T im es 10th November 1860.
*2 Standard 11th November 1848.
*3 Peake op cit Book D pp. 272-274.
*4 Standard 11th November 1848.
*5 Gazette 31st October and 11th Novem ber 1857.
r io ts .*  For 5th November, two hundred so ld iers , including a troop of 
dragoons, were drafted into Guildford to supplement the force of 400-500  
special constables. Such an overwhelming display of force deterred the 
Guys from appearing and in subsequent years the Standard reported that
many individuals went off to Godalming and Farnham to engage in riotous
2 • ■ 
a ctiv itie s .*  But in Guildford the Guys took to appearing at unpredictable
tim es. Skirm ishes took place between the guys armed with nail-studded
bludgeons and the police with cu tlesses on 17th December and on Boxing
Day 1865. Three guys were captured, arrests  which marked the end of
the troubles.
There seem s to be no particular reason why these riots should have occurred, 
except that a tradition gradually became established. The Tory dominance 
of the town's Corporation may have exacerbrated the situation and led  to a 
larger gulf than there might otherwise have been between the Guys and the 
town's lead ers. The loca l Tim es at one point suggested that if better feelings
3
existed between the c la sse s  then the Guys would not cause such dam age.*
The relatively sympathetic attitude the Liberal paper demonstrated towards
the Guys may be an indication that town politics were a factor in the situation.
With m ore than a hint of sarcasm , the journal declared:
“The facts are simply these :- A number of young 
Conservatives - deeply imbued with a love of the 
British constitution - m eet together to celebrate the 
deliverance of this country from a parcel of Radicals 
called 'P ap ists'. The men engaged in these celebrations 
rarely do any harm to honest m en. "
Though such activ ities as attacking private homes and frightening women
were denounced, the pulling down of old palings which “disgrace" parts of
4the High Street were actually praised .*  The idea that the Guys w ere sim ply  
demonstrating their loyalty to the throne and the Protestant Religion hardly 
provides: a convincing explanation for their activ ities. O ccasionally  
the National Anthem would be sung round the bonfire by the Guys, but only 
in 1850, when the Pope was burnt in effigy at the tim e of the controversy over  
the Bull of that year, do such factors seem  relevant. Neither does there seem
*1 Peake op cit D p 275. Jacob was a retired surgeon and well-known  
linguist.
*2 Standard 11th November 1865.
*3 Tim es 10th October 1863.
*4 Ibid 17th October 1863.
any substance to J. . K; Green's suggestion that
“throughout the newspaper accounts of the Guy riots during 
these years there is  art undertone of m ystery, as if something . 
m ore lay behind thehi;than m ere reck less hooliganism . It 
was said that the riotbrs were encouraged by men of wealth 
and position who should have known better. “*1
Ultim ately there is  no evidence that the Guys were either manipulated
for political purposes .or that they them selves were m otivated by som e
rudimentary concept of the c la ss struggle. More probably the 5th of
November became to be regarded as a convenient excuse for disregarding
the normal constraints of the law, for cocking a snook at authority and for
settling any personal grudges. As Peak said, these doings
“had no intelligent references to the Gunpowder plot but 
d e v e lo p e d ... entirely into disorder and riots; when 
opportunity was taken to punish by terrorism  and the 
destruction of property, any persons who may have 
become unpopular to the Guy leaders and the mob. "*2
The problem with the Guys led  the Corporation to seek the amalgamation
of Guildford's independent police force with that of the County. But the
failure of a sim ilar  experiment ten years previously meant that the plan
did not go through. The West Surrey Tim es claim ed that the schem e was only
put forward because one Council member had had his property damaged by
the Guys the previous Novem ber. In what seem s to have been a reference
to the Town Clerk, Mark Sm allpiece, the paper was particularly scornful of
this particular individual “who asp ires to become a country gentleman" and who
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“thinks he p o ssessed  considerable influence. “* 'It is  high tim e there was 
a little  fresh blood in the Corporation" the journal concluded. ‘'The fact i s ,  
that the present venal and corrupt body must be entirely weeded out" *
This reference to venality was partly connected with dissatisfaction  over the
town’s gas supply. Mark Sm allpiece , responsible as Town Clerk for
negotiating the contracts for the Corporation with the gas and water com panies,
was also a director of these firm s. The West Surrey Tim es alleged that the
town received poor serv ices at inflated p r ices , whilst the companies share-
5holders (under twenty in number) received large dividends.* In September 
1863 a large public m eeting supported the creation of a new gas company
*1 J. K. Green Sidelights on Guildford H istory' p. 5.
*2 Peake Book D p . 275.
*3 Tim es 17th January 1863.
*4 Ibid 24th January. ;
*5 Ibid 8th August 1862,
with 160 of the town's largest custom ers pledging to switch their custom .
The old company responded by decreasing its charges from 6/ 6d (32|-p) per
1,000 ft. to bring it into line with the new company's proposed charge of 5 /-
(25p).*^ These developments prompted suggestions that a new water company
should be established as w ell, with the Corporation purchasing the old one.
The Surrey T im es, however, was m ost unhappy about the potential cost
to the ratepayers, especially  in view of the Town Clerk's position. The
paper argued that when the company had been incorporated in 1857, its
nominal capital had been valued at the inflated sum of £15, 000 . Of the
total fifteen shares, the Corporation already held six , the others being in
the hands of “two or three parsons, the Town Clerk and a baker. “* In the
face of increasing complaints about bad water and high charges, the company
required £1 ,600 to buy a new steam pump in order to fulfil the town's
needs. At this juncture the company offered to se ll its shares to the
Corporation.*^ Despite the fact that the works were obviously not in
efficient order, the ratepayers decided by 250 votes to 72 in favour of purchase.
The West Surrey Tim es'm ade accusations of “string-pulling" against an unnamei
4individual - presumably Sm allp iece.* £15, 000 was finally spent on the 
purchase and improvement of the water works , though with an annual profit 
of £1, 500 being made by the'1890's,. Henry Peak for one felt the expenditure 
justified .*  But it was som e tim e before.the town's problem s over water 
supply were resolved. In 1867, when there was an outbreak of typhoid in
Guildford, nearly as many houses were taking water from private w ells and
6the river as from the public supply, the ratio being 727. to 928.*
Yet the underlying cause of the 300 cases of the typhoid during August and
September 1867, was the absence of any sewage system . An artic le  in
Lancet reported that only a very sm all proportion of sewage was carried  to
the river by a partial system  of surface drains. The rest was disposed of via
cessp oo ls made at the rear of nearly every house, the chalk affording good
natural drainage. However, this involved fouling the spring from where the
town's water cam e. The report also cr itic ised  the unhealthy condition of
7
many houses with overcrowding and a lack of windows. * This was somewhat
*1 Ibid 12th & 26th September 1863
*2 Ibid 19th September.
*3 Ibid 26th September.
*4 Ibid 3rd October.
*5 Peak F p. 496.
* 6 Gazette 22nd August 1868.,
*7 Guzel in 9lh Novc'mhor 1887,
at variance with the report in the Gazette the previous year which had spoken 
of “very little  serious crowding" and in fact the typhoid outbreak had m ainly 
affected the upper portion of the town where the w ell-to-do l i v e d . B u t  
that general living conditions were bad at the lower end of the Borough was 
clear from a pamphlet published by the Rev. C. J. Cox in 1849. Attention 
was drawn to “the filthy lanes and alleys in which so many poor creatures 
are crowded and huddled together" and the question posed whether such 
individuals “pale, squalid, stunted and emaciated" through “typhus, cholera, 
and consumption" were ever w ell. Cox described how
“passengers are driven from one side of the street to 
the other till at la s t  they prefer the mud or the dust 
of the middle of the road to the horrible stench which 
sk irts our pavements . . . Sad complaints are made by 
those who walk to our railway station or for any reason  
cross the bridge. And no wonder, for there is  the open 
mouth of a sew er on one Side of the bridge which disgorges 
the filth upon a mudbank within a few yards of the pave­
ment, besides sundry untapped drains all around the 
neighbourhood of Park Street; on the other side is  a 
m ost disgusting open gutter skirting Bury Street arid 
St. Nicholas* Church. “*2
Despite the town's sewage and drainage problem , the Corporation in 1861 
voted not to adopt the 1858 Local Government Act which provided a code 
for municipal im provem ent., The West Surrey Tim es remarked on the 
Council's
“obliquity of v ision , perversity  of judgement and m is- . 
conception of facts which we should hope are rarely  
found combined in one body of men. “*3
One of the B urgesses retorted: -
“Whatever may be the m erits or dem erits of the A ct, it 
is  distinct enough to the m ost ordinary vision , that no 
people are so afflicted with the curse of, too much 
government as the Inhabitants of the much vaunted free  
British Is le s , hence the oppressive and unparalleled amount 
of taxation. “*4
Despite opposition from m oderate lib era ls, one of whom called  the leg isla tion  
“a m ost tyrannical and outrageous m easure" the Act was finally adopted
5
in 1864, mainly because of the need for a better water supply. * For the final 
solution to its sewage problem s, the town had to wait until 1895, when
*1 Ibid 9th November 1869.
*2 “A few words to the Inhabitants of Guildford on the Sanitary Condition of 
their Town" in Surrey Times Centenary Supplement (GL).
*3 Tim es 22nd June 1861.
*4 Ibid 6th July. *5 Peak F p. 496.
im provem ents costing £40,000 were com pleted .* 1
In the view of the West Surrey T im es, the Liberal opposition to the 1858
Act demonstrated the need for a more effective leadership of the local L iberals.
Objecting to the m easure on the grounds of expense was Joseph Hockley,
a so lic itor  who was one of the m ost senior Guildford L iberals and form er
m em ber of the Corporation. But he now lived at Has combe, whilst another
experienced Liberal Edward V incent, had died in 1855. The L iberals who
had never really penetrated the town's social hierarchy were thus left without
any strong personality at their head. New faces were em erging, like Philip
Lovett, a local so lic itor, but they could hardly compete with such men of
substance as Do ds worth Hay don, a banker who dominated the local Conservative
party. Ably a ss isted  by his relatives, William Haydon Sm allpiece and Mark
Sm allpiece , along with the brewer W illiam Edmund E lkins, Haydon could
always be relied  on to ra ise  money to further the Tory cause. Amongst their
num bers, however, the L iberals did at lea st have Captain Charles Edward
Mangles who was a mem ber of the Mangles banking company. He, along
with Joseph Hockley and T. T. F reakes, a M altser, actually enabled the
Liberals to gain three places on the Corporation in 1851. But this was
exceptional. For the rest of the decade, apart from the iso lated  su cc esse s
of Edward Vincent and George Withers (a butcher), the Conservatives managed
a su ccession  of clean sweeps in a se r ie s  of contests which boasted little
excitem ent and low po lls. In 1860 the West Surrey Tim es was m oved to
remark on the “unusual degree of tam eness" when all six  candidates were
C onservatives.*^ P rofessor Hanham has observed how the revival of political
enthusiasm which accompanied the passage of the 1867 Reform Act encouraged
3local politicians to take a new interest in municipal e lection s.*  But in
Guildford the initial stimulus for the L iberals to change what the local Tim es
4described as "the moribund pattern"* of municipal contests, cam e with
5
the adoption of the Local Government Act. * In October 1864 the W est Surrey 
Times began a campaign to get new blood on to the Council because the 
newly acquired powers of taxation under the 1858 legislation  made it:
*1 Tim es 1st June 1895. *3 Hanham op cit p. 388.
*2 Tim es 3rd November 1860. *4 Tim es 5th Novem ber 1859.
*5 It may also  be noted that Guildford did not fit at all into another of
Hanham's generalisations that " s in ce  1835 municipal elections had always 
reflected to som e degree the shift in national public opinion, although the 
degree to which particular boroughs were affected depended on loca l 
circum stances". Ibid.
"vastly m ore important now than at any form er period  
in Guildford's h istory, that B urgesses should elect 
men of probity, intelligence and influence. "
The "four fresh men" the paper supported were John Bullen, a Conservative
"popular with working-men" plus three L iberals, John Cooke, a grocer,
William W illiam son, a corn broker and Philip Lovett, all of whom had been
nominated at a Liberal inspired public m eeting the previous week. For
once the L iberals c lo se  co-operation matched that of their opponents. The
journal was particularly scathing about Alderman Edmund Elkins' annual
publication of a l is t  of burgesses recommended for election, observing
that the nomination m eeting consisted of only h im self. This l is t  of official
Conservative candidates apparently included strong supporters of Mark
Sm allpiece, who was anxious to continue as clerk  to the council when it met a
local board, despite his financial in terest in the w ater-w orks. *^ With an
80% turn-out, twice as high as the previous year, the opposition L iberals
scored "a glorious victory". Only Bullen was not elected of those
nominated at the October public m eeting and he was ousted from fourth
place by Boxall whom the West Surrey Tim es regarded as "an independent man*!
The decisive voting against the other C onservatives, two of whom were
seeking re-election  indicated that a large section of the town agreed with the
paper's contention that the representation on the Council had becom e unduly
restricted . "To a certain extent" the loca l Tim es felt the election had been
guided by the politics of the candidates, claim ing that whereas it had tried
to divest the contest of party overtones, the Conservatives had not. The town
was congratulated "upon its  rapidly approaching emancipation from the
Sm allpiece influence".* In 1865, how ever, both of Sm allp iece's "strong
supporters", Smith and Triggs, entered the Corporation as a councillor and
alderman resp ectively -. The Conservatives having gained a clean sweep at
that year's election, one of the defeated L iberals F . D. R oss, issu ed  a
statem ent which said
"I claim  the satisfaction of knowing that we have not so licited  
a single vote, or thrown open any house of refreshm ent for  
the purpose of inducing our fellow-townsm en to vote for us . . .  "
3The Standard was highly critica l of R oss' "bad taste and intem perate tone". *
The big Liberal effort and revival of 1864 thus proved sh o rt-liv ed . Indeed, in
*1 Times 29th October 1864.
*2 Times 5th November.
*3 Standard 11th November 1865. ‘
both 1866 and 1868 there was not even a contest, the Conservatives being 
allowed a w alk-over. 1869 saw the mounting of another L iberal challenge.
At a m eeting in the public halls, George White, a so lic itor , complained of 
the way the town's affairs were being run on a basis of political partisanship  
by the nominees "of a sm all and exclusive Tory clique".*^ Keen in terest was 
displayed in the contest, at which women exercised  the franchise for 
the first tim e. Over 100 fem ales voted, splitting 2-1 in favour of the C onser­
vatives who comfortably beat the four Liberal challengers.*'^
Neither did the L iberals make any headway in the early 1870’s . The 
Conservatives were able to point to money being "wisely spent" on the paving 
of the High Street and on providing a pure water-supply. In 1872 the 
Liberal representatives projected them selves as candidates "whose only
3
pledge is Economy with Efficiency",* but met with a blanket defeat. Despite
grumbles about the rates, the position was alleviated by the "never m ore
ii 4flourishing state of com m erce in  the town.* During the first three years
of the decade # the L ib era ls’ so le  su ccess was the election o f Philip Lovett
in 1870 and 187 3. On the latter occasion the West Surrey Tim es complained of
the Conservatives "political blindness" and "bad taste" in opposing Lovett, the
5only L iberal on the Council.* But 1874 saw the beginning of a change in the
pattern of Tory hegemony. At a bye-election  early in the year, the
Conservatives hurredly changed candidates when faced with th e L ib era l’s
nomination of George White, who at this tim e was head of the loca l lega l
profession  as registrar of the County Court. No le s s  than Dodsworth Haydon
6was induced to stand in order to ward off the challenge.* However, in the
autumn the L iberals were not to be denied, and George White, along with
' 7 . . .
Richard Nye and Henry Jeffries entered the Council.* The West Surrey Tim es
viewed the result as "the la test justification of the Ballot". .When Alderman
Upperton was chosen Mayor for the fourth tim e, narrowly beating another
*1 Gazette 29th October 1869.
*2 Ibid 5th November. Enfranchised as ratepayers,fem ale householders
would presumably tend to be among the wealthier c la s se s .
*3 P oster  GM G3461.
*4 A dvertiser 14th October 1871.
*5 T im es 1st November 1873.
*6 Ibid 21st March 1874 .
*7 Nye was a builder, nonconformist and resident of long-standing who was 
also  a large employer and property-owner. Jeffr ies, a chem ist, was a 
man of substance too and church-warden of Holy Trinity .
Conservative Thomas Taunton, the paper felt that this provided another
example of how certain Tories were resistin g  change in municipal affairs. **
By the following year the journal believed that the infusion of new blood
had gone som e way to breaking the “closed system " of the past when "valueless
water-works" had been purchased "at an exhorbitant price" and public works
been given to favoured tradesm en. Amongst the Liberal nominations, May
Colebrook was particularly commended to the e lectors as a representative
2of the D issenters v iew s.*  The return, of all four L iberals was seen by the
West Surrey Tim es as "a healthy sign" that the Borough was throwing off
"the old Tory serfdom" - a verdict confirmed by the election of Philip Lovett
as Mayor, the first tim e a Liberal or Whig had occupied the post since 1831.
The A dvertiser ascribed the Conservative defeat to changes in the relative
efficiency of the two.party organisations. In particular the L iberals had
"carefully drilled their forces and unitedly carried out their plans . . .
utilising the religious prejudices of D issen ters. "* Why it should have been
in the m id-1870rs that a sustained Liberal attack developed on the Tory
monopoly is not altogether c lear.. Presum ably the democratic Acts of 1867
and 1872 helped to high-light the inequality within the Corporation. Yet it
was probably no coincidence that these years also saw a blossom ing of
4
nonconformist strength in Guildford.*
The Nonconform ists were particularly active in the Temperance m ovem ent. 
Though the serv ice  to mark the laying of the first stone of the Guildford 
Temperance Hall was ecumenical and held at Holy Trinity Church, it was 
apparent that the driving force behind the organisation was nonconform ist. 
Frank Apted, a Congregationalist and local builder, gave the s ite  for the 
erection of the Hall in 1875. He was also chairman of the Building Committee
5
which had May Colebrook (another Congregationalist) as its secretary . *
In addition to the Temperance Society and good Templar Lodges which had
been founded in 1841, there were two Anglican Temperance Guilds in the
town as well as Bands of Hope for young people. The combined total of these
6soc ieties in 1875 was 250 adults and 203 juven iles.*  The Tem perance
7 ,
Hall venture was followed in 1880 by the building of a Coffee Tavern. * May
*1 Ibid 14th November.
*2 Ibid 30th October 1875.
*3 Advertiser 6th November.
*4 Discussed in Chapter 3. '
*5 Advertiser 12th June 1875.
*6 Ibid.
*7 Times 12th August 1880.
Colebrook, who acted as somthing of a m outh-piece on for Council for the 
dissenters of Guildford, attempted to push the tem perance movement into 
the main stream  of town p o litics, by proposing a ratepayers association to 
elect teetotalers on to the C o r p o r a t io n .L i t t le  if any form al organisation, 
however, seem s to have resulted from his suggestion. Party politics  
remained as the basis of municipal elections.
Apart from the Temperance issu e , a m ore aggressive attitude was also, 
exhibited in relation to the privileged position of the Anglican Church. The 
A dvertiser took strong exception to the activities of the "Liberation Society"
and particularly to the "one sm all sect" at the centre of affa irs,in  all likelihood  
the Unitarians. The paper protested
"With whatever liberal and charitable feelings Churchmen at 
large are disposed to regard Nonconform ists, it is  c lear  
enough that there must be lim its to their forebearance 
when their sacred institution is  attacked . . .  For weeks 
Guildford has been selected  as a place to which the 
Liberation Society - the active, Unrelenting and persisten t 
organisation that the Nonconformity of England has raised, 
sustained and developed as its disciplined army of attack 
on the Church - has sent its  em issary  and put forth on 
the platform and by the p r e ss , statem ents, charges and 
insinuations calculated to deepen the antagonism of the 
Church's opponents . . .  and to ra ise  in minds a prejudice 
against the continuation (of the Church) on its present 
and long existent basis" . .
Significantly the journal added:
"We have no desire to exaggerate in any way what little  
there may’ be of opposition to the Church among D issenters  
generally in Guildford . . .  it is  sm all in degree and noisy in 
assertion . "*2
A counter-dem onstration by the "Church Defence Institution" produced "one 
of the largest arid noisiest m eetings that have occurred in the town for som e  
years" . A motion put by two Unitarians (the Rev. Clarke and Edwin E llis)  
that "the disestablishm ent of the Church of England would lead to the in crease  
of religious life  amongst the people" was defeated. The m eeting passed  a 
resolution recognising
*1 Ibid 10th October 1882.
*2 Advertiser 25th November 1878.
"the great benefits accruing to the British Em pire by 
the union of Church and State and determ ines to r es is t  
every attempt to disestablish or disendow the Church of 
England. "*1 ..
The Salvation Army was another sect to run foul of conservative opinion.
The Mayor's suggestion that the Army should stop its p rocession s, because
the marching and singing led  to disturbance and obstruction in the town,
• 2was ignored.* The A dvertiser felt that the Arm y's activ ities should be
confined to their own prem ises and described the state of things as "scandalous
and intolerable" . At lea st 150 townspeople agreed, signing a petition for the
3processions to be banned.* The absence of further Complaints suggests that
the Salvation Army may have adopted a "lower profile", though in 1883,its
4
barracks were attacked after the municipal election. *
During this period, of m ore concern to the local nonconform ists than either
the disestablishm ent of the Church or the tem perance issu e , was the problem
of education. The latter question had been raised  first in 1870, when the
Conservative candidates had been described as "sound church-m en who could
be relied  on to ensure sound secular and religious training for children under
5'the Education Act. * By 1876, the controversy of voluntary schools versus
School Boards was in full swing. The A dvertiser warned that the future
educational prospects of Guildford would depend to som e extent on that year's
municipal election, since in theory it was possib le for the L iberals to gain
a m ajority of the p laces in the Council. The journal contended that "b6th
the monetary and the educational in terests at stake" would be best served
6by electing those who favoured the voluntary princip le. *. The p ossib ility  of. 
a School Board being established "exercised the leading influence" at the 
contest. The Conservatives made "extraordinary exertions" helping to
■7achieve the fir s t  four figure turn-out of voters in a local Guildford election . * 
At the end of the day, the position on the Council remained the sam e.
But the forces pressing for a School Board were not to be denied. Within the 
Borough in 1881, the P arish  schools, Stoke M iddle-C lass school and the
*1 Ibid.
*2 Ibid 27th February 1882.
*3 A dvertiser 2nd September 1882.
*4 Ibid 6th November 1883 .
*5 Tim es 19th October 1870.
*6 A dvertiser 28th October 1876.
*7 Tim es 11th Novem ber.
British School, .all received government aid. (See Table 53 ). The latter
establishm ent, however, was faced with falling subscriptions, since it mainly
relied  for support on nonconformists who favoured the creation of a School
Board. Finally the Trustees concluded that "they would be acting in the
best in terests of education" by closing the school thus accelerating the
1
creation of a School Board. * Under government direction one educational 
district was formed from the Borough and the extra-m unicipal parts of Stoke 
and St. N icholas P arish es. 2,388 places were required for pupils whereas 
total capacity stood at 1, 627. A m eeting of the School Attendance Committee 
of the Corporation, faced with this deficiency of 761 p laces, debated whether 
it should be rectified  by voluntary subscription or by the formation of a School 
Board. The L iberals championed this latter alternative as "inevitable" whilst 
the Conservatives objected to its "extravagant" nature. The A dvertiser  
contended that the voluntary system  spent £1 /15 /1  (£1.75) per scholar whereas 
the School Board with elections and sa la r ies , would cost £ 3 /6 /-  (£3. 30) per  
head. '*'- The West Surrey Times disputed these "grotesque" figures as not 
being applicable to the local situation, though it did concede the Board would be 
"a trifle  more" expensive than the sectarian sy s tem .* With the government's 
order for a School Board ^thirteen candidates contested the seven p laces in 
April 1883. At lea st on the side of the D issen ters, there was great in terest  
in the election, which resulted in a m ajority of one for those in favour of 
undenominational teaching. *^ The A dvertiser complained "of the curious 
apathy of Churchmen."*
Table 53 : School Accommodation Within Borough of Guildford* 6
Accommodation Average Attendance 1881 Annual
Grant
Holy Trinity 
Stoke Parochial 
St. N icholas 
St. Joseph R .C . 
Archbishop Abbot's 
Private Schools 
Stoke Middle Class 
Wesleyan 
British
490
491 
312 
100
90
140
201
300
182
406
382
195
?
?
?
65
?
90
£ 3 4 3 /4 /-
£249 /17 /
£ 1 3 3 /7 /-
£ 4 6 /4 /-
£ 5 3 /1 /-
*1 Peak G p . 530 : Peak was one of the School's trustees
*2 A dvertiser 9th September 1882 . :
*3 Tim es 9th September.
*4 Peak G p . 531-532. .
*5 A dvertiser 30th June 1883.
Three years la ter  the Nonconform ists again benefited from the ’’extraordinary
apathy” of the electorate, when the turn-out was only 45%*, F ree Church
m em bers captured five of the seven places; A letter  to the A dvertiser called
the result "a disgrace to the Church people of the town” and complained that
despite the ’’inevitable party character of the election, the Conservative
2A ssociation had taken no interest in the proceedings. * Lack of organisation  
also  cost the Church party the election in 1889. Though their candidates
captured the first three p laces, poor management in the distribution of
■■ 3  ; '
plumpers cost them the decisive fourth sea t.*  It was not until 1898 that the
Church party contested another election, resulting in an "extrem ely hard and
unpleasant struggle” .* An address was issued:
"As Churchmen we feel that the splendid record attained 
by the Church of England in the provision of Voluntary 
Schools, which has resulted not only in the religious  
education of her children, but in a m aterial saving to the 
ratepayers, entitles her supporters to an efficient voice  
on the Board now to be elected, and upon these grounds 
we appeal for the suffrages of all those who have the 
true interest of education at h e a r t.”
The undenominational candidates issu ed  a hand-bill stressin g  the academic
achievem ents under the Board's supervision and how the annual scripture
examinations attested to the proficiency of the Bible teaching. In their
individual addresses, all the nonconformists made great play on their belief
5
in Biblical instruction as the corner-stone of any education. * Sim ilarly
at a large public m eeting David W illiam son, form er Chairman of the Board,
said the schools' education should be continued without any religious bias
but that this was not being anti-religious or irrelig iou s. The A dvertiser was
attacked for calling the undemoninational candidates "Nonconform ists” ,
since the m eeting viewed them selves as ’’the friends of education” serving
the in terests of the town as a whole. Frank Carling, one of those standing for
re-election , em phasised how well the Anglican Church was represented
already in Guildford's educational system , with control of five of the town's
6nine schools, apart from its  m em bers on the Board* M oreover of the staff in 
the local Board Schools, twenty-seven were Anglican and thirteen w ere of 
other denominations. At the end of the election, the position on the Board
*1 Ibid 27th March 1886.
*2 Ibid.
*3 Tim es 30th March 1889.
*4 Peak G p. 546.
*5 Tim es 21st March 1898.
*6 Ibid 28th March.
rem ained unaltered, the undenominationalists having come second, third, 
fourth and fifth. Out of nearly 2 , 000 p o lled , 32% voted solidly for the 
undenominationalists, 35% supported the Church candidates, 31% split their 
votes and 2% of papers were spoilt. **
The Education Act of 1902 was bitterly resented by men like Henry Peak.
At the la st m eeting of the Guildford School B oard^eak put forward in vain
a motion "emphatically protesting" at the legislation  "which destroys the
School Board Educational System of the Country; im poses unjust and un-
English Religious tests; and deprives the Ratepayers of their Constitutional
Right to choose as heretofore by Direct E lections their Own representatives
- , ,  2
on the Educational Bodies. * Norm ally of m oderate disposition, Peak  
sent a letter  to the West Surrey Tim es couched in fairly extrem ist term s. It 
concluded
"The fact is ,  Sir, the Act is  a cunningly devised plot to 
rem ove the popular control of elem entary education and 
to put the children, in thousands of instances, under the , 
teaching of Popish and R itualistic p r iests  who are  
absorbing the evangelical and G ospel-loving clergy of 
the Church of England, and, therefore the latter should 
join hands with the Nonconform ists in saving the country 
from Rome. "*3
The undenominationalist ascendancy on the School Board, was paralelled  
by an increased Liberal membership of the town council. In both 1883 
and 1886 the "non-sectarian" su ccesses at the Board e lec tio n s, w ere matched  
by the return of three Liberals to one Conservative at the municipal contests 
later in each year. Conversely, the C onservatives' clean sweep at the 1889 
council elections indicated that the West Surrey Tim es was probably right in 
ascribing the Church party's defeat eight months earlier  to bad organisation.
But from the mid- 1870's , the number of occasions when the T ories gained such 
a complete victory was far fewer than in previous decades, and th ey .. w ere  
now never allowed the luxury of a w alk-over. Peak recalled  the increasing  
severity  and earnestness of the municipal elections during the 187O's and how 
"there was much unpleasantness and som e bitterness between tradesm en and 
neighbour's".*^ "A great many of the principal tradesmen" of the town "with
*1 Peak G. p. 546.
*2 Ibid p. 551.
*3 Tim es 6th October 1903.
*4 Peak op cit F p . 458 .
an increasing number of workmen" were determined to break the Conservative
ascendancy, whilst the latter party, drawing support from bankers, brewers
and many businessm en, fought hard to maintain their dominance. These
latter in terests, allied  with energetic organisation were blamed by the Liberal
Henry Simmonds for his defeat in 1872.
"I had, " he remarked, "many influences to fight against, 
the Banking, the Brewing, the C lerical, the latter often 
the m ost intolerant; the Corporation with its different 
hangers-on; and la st if not lea st, perhaps, the D istrict 
Visiting Influence, *1 which appears to have had som e little  
effect in several d istr icts ."
The Conservative's organisation extended to bringing "even the afflicted
and paralyzed" to the poll.
The increasing intensity of party rivalry was particularly noticable after
the L iberals' 1875 victory. The following year the Conservatives gained
a m inor triumph by persuading Frederick Lethbridge, a form er Liberal
Councillor, to stand against his old colleagues. The L iberals published
a tract entitled "How I was won over. A true Dialogue" telling  how the
conversion had been achieved by Alderman Upperton and Dodsworth Haydon.
The latter was supposed to have pointed out to Lethbridge that the L iberals
had refused to give him the Borough contract for supplying coal because
another merchant had tendered a low er price . If Lethbridge stood for the
.Conservatives, it was suggested, he would be awarded the coal contract
at a good p rice , whilst if he did not get on to the Council, the Conservatives
2would m eet his expenses.*  The m ajor issu e  in the campaign, however, turned
on allegations that the L iberals had supported unjustified expenditure.
Accusations and counter-claim s filled  the air as to the cost of the scavenging
contract and whether or not the town was cleaner than in the past. The
L iberals also  introduced something of a class, appeal into their campaign,
directed towards the "working-man". A "Political Catechism" asked:
"Q. What has J esse  Boxall done all the many years he 
has been in the Town Council?
*1 Presum ably a reference to the C onservatives' thorough canvassing.
Simmonds did not carry out a can vass. - Address to B u rgesses dated
5th November 1872, GM G3460.
*2 P oster G 6052. ‘
A. He has always given a determined following to all 
Tory , tyrannical and c lerica l m easures likely to 
oppress the working-man and keep him well down in 
his proper place all his days . .  .
Q. What has John Bullen done?
A;. He has been in office and been kicked out, just as 
he ought to be. He was the guardian of the poor t ill  
the poor found he was their enemy. He only guarded 
them for getting re lie f when necessary  as far as he 
could, - also  tried hard to prevent them being allowed  
to v isit their unfortunate, friends in the House on a 
Sunday afternoon . . ."*1
Though the 1876 election did not a lter the balance of power within the Council,
for reasons which are not always clear party fortunes fluctuated quite
considerably from year to year. In 1877, the West Surrey Tim es stated that
the municipal election would
"be fought out apparently on very clear and decided political 
lines . . . it is  well understood that the contest is  to be one 
in which party principles are to decide the issu e  . . . The 
new sanitary authority, fresh educational pow ers, and 
la tterly , increased judicial duties, have all a tendency to 
• infuse a political sp irit into our Town Councils that m ore  
or le s s  have a direct influence on the im perial adm inistration  
of the country. M
It was also  claim ed that jobbery and favouritism  had been exposed and a
greater control exhibited over official expenditure since the L iberals had
2brought new blood on to the council. * The paper must have regretted its
conclusion that the result "will go far to show the frame of public feeling in
this borough" when both Liberals standing for re-election  were defeated
and the Conservatives romped home by 3-1. Yet the following year, with two
Liberals again up for re-election , the Tories could not even find four suitable
candidates and finally had to make do with three. A L iberal v e r se  ran:-
"And none could be found of the Tory clan 
To face these champions bold,
For all believed if ever they tried,
That surely would be sold.
They searched the town from end to end.
But none to the front would come;
For M iles they went to the Leeward side
*1 P oster  G 6050 GM.
*2 Times 27th October 1877.
They-'P rattled -at Gates which opened wide,
But all cried  ’halt'.1’ we can't abide 
The fate of a certain doom . . . V*1
Not even the prom ise of financial backing from Dodsworth Haydon could do
the trick: -
"But to find a fourth was a perilous task which 
taxed all their sk ill,
Though the bait of tin, as an aid to win,
Gave many a hearty w ill. "
Chennell's prediction that the L iberals would win all four seats was proved
correct, although only three votes separated the fourth and fifth candidates.
In 1881 the Tories regained lost ground when, according to the West Surrey
T im es, May Colebrook was defeated because of his determined opposition to
Lord Onslow's schem e for the new town bridge and associated  road im prove- 
2
m en ts.*  The Corporation paid £6 , 500 towards the cost of the development
which opened up building-land for Onslow. Colebrook and other L iberals
obj ected to the Corporation's "subsidy" along with a hard-core of High
Street tradesm en, afraid of the adverse affect on their trade. Henry Peak
on this occasion did not agree with the Liberal cr itic s , believing that Onslow's
proposition brought " a very necessary" improvement for the town long
before any sim ilar plan could have been im plem ented.* The A dvertiser too
felt that the project was of mutual benefit to the two parties, and regarded
critic ism s of the E arl's m otives as "ungenerous and unjust. "*. Colebrook's
defeat seem s to have represented one of the few occasions when an election
was decided on a distinct local issu e . Indeed Corporation expenditure in one
guise or another was the issu e  m ost frequently at the centre of controversy in
municipal p o lit ic s . Such was the case  in 1892 over the building of a new
P olice Station in North Street to replace the old Tunsgate building which had
been condemned by the government inspector. Peak felt that the sum
expended - £9, 000 - "was perhaps somewhat larger than it should have been,
but the agitation and outcry that was got up against it by a few individuals was
uncalled for" . * A sarcastic hand-bill referred to the building as "P eeler
Mansion" and as "The West Surrey Lunatic City P olice  Station", built by
"The Model Refugee and Tramp A ssociation Lodging House Company 
6(unlimited). "* Despite this alleged extravagance on the part of the Tory
*1 Peak F. p. 462 M iles, L ee, Pratt and Gates were all well-known T ories. 
*2 Tim es 8th November 1889.
*3 Peak op cit G, pp 557-560, 613.
*4 . A dvertiser 1st May 1880. .
*5 Peak op cit H p. 662.
*6 rb i o l
Council, it was alm ost a standard Conservative plot to try and associate
the L iberals with plans, for excessive  spending. In 1878 "a ratepayer"
suggested that the B urgesses should vote for the Liberal candidates if they
wanted: - a School Board plus an extra 1 /-  (5p) to 1/6  (7-Ip) in the pound
rates; the Inspector of Nuisances* salary increased from £25 to £40 per
annum; and the Surveyor's pay to go up by another £20 a year.*'*' Another
poster in 1894 made the sam e point even m ore forcibly:-
"Rates: '
Conservative Majority - 8d (3p) in £.
Liberal Majority = 16d (6|p ) in £ 2
Think of your own pockets and go in for four C onservatives. "*
An indication of the Liberals' increasing strength came in 1882 , when the 
rival party leaders agreed to nominate only two candidates each. Such a 
sharing of the representation was particularly popular with the Borough's 
tradesm en, who were getting tired of the annual disruption to the b u sin ess-  
life  of the town. In the event the com prom ise did not prove acceptable to 
sections of both parties and an election was forced by the nomination of two 
independents. . The official candidates, however, were easily  able to ward off
3 • 4
the challenge.* 1883 saw a Liberal break-through. J e sse  B oxall,*  who 
had been consistently re-e lected  to the council since 1852, was beaten into 
fifth place and then Councillor Thomas Stephenson became the first L iberal
5
to be elected an Alderm an.* Boxall, a publican, may have been.the victim  of 
a Liberal propaganda campaign directed at suborning the votes of ferqale 
conservatives. All these ladies were sent a circular which accused the 
Conservatives of holding m eetings each evening in public houses. If gin and 
beer were not enough to gain the elector's votes, then money was allegedly  
used. "Are not such corruptions a disgrace to our boasted Christianity?"
asked the lea fle t, accusations which the A dvertiser described as " beneath
6 * 
contempt".* Scurrilous or not, these tactics helped bring the L iberals to
the brink of a m ajority within the Council, the Conservatives only retaining
power through the Mayor's casting vote. No doubt treating did take place,
*1 P oster  GM.
*2 Ibid.
*3 Peak P p. 470.
*4 The best known "character" in Guildford according to Peak. He was a 
licen sed  victualler of the "Star" Inn, and so mean that an expression  of 
contempt in the town was to a sse s s  the value of something as not being 
worth "Jesse's old hat". Peak G 762. ~ •
*5 Times_6th and 13th November.
*6 A dvertiser 6th November.
though whether on the sca le  suggested by the L iberals is  a moot point. In 
1882, May Colebrook had alleged that of the Borough's 1 /500  e lectors, 500 
w ere L iberals, 500 were Conservatives and 500 were pliable of whom 300 
"could be had by those who w ill do the m ost to gratify their peculiar craving. "*  ^
Four years la ter  Colebrook, as an active teetotaler, found h im self under 
attack. Opposition came from the Licensed V ictuallers A ssociation
2
who "took som e energetic steps to try and oust him from his seat."* As 
it was,Colebrook retained his position by a single vote. The L iberals made 
seveTal gains in subsequent elections, leading up to a notable victory in 1888, 
when the party provided the Mayor for only the second tim e in 56 years.. M ore­
over Mayor Thomas Stephenson was re-e lected  for a second term  of office.
But this recognition for the-Liberals did not take the edge off party rivalry.
Peak recalled that the 1889 election "was not fought in good humour".
"I must note," he said "that there was a good deal of 
pressu re exercised  by the w ell-to-do T ories, in and 
around the Town, for it was now and for several years  
no longer a question as to whether any L iberals should 
sit upon the Council, but as to whether they should 
obtain a m ajority therein. "*3
The contest focussed on a dispute over who had supported the acquisition
of the Stoke Recreation ground - one of the few instances where a local issu e
was clearly  at the centre of the stage. The Tories claim ed that the L iberals
had "done all they possibly could" to thwart the project and called  upon "all
who appreciated the many advantages of the Stoke Recreation Ground.to teach
those Gentlemen a lesson" . The L iberals retorted that the l is t s  of subscribers
to the schem e included their candidates, proving the Conservative charges to
be "Utterly F alse" . When the contest cam e, "the Tory party p o sse ssed
4
the m ost influence and by far the best organisation, and so won four sea ts . "*
The A dvertiser attributed the Liberals' continued resilien ce  to the refusal, of 
Conservative electors to vote on party lin es . The journal regretted that in 
1891 only 29% of the electorate had given a block vote for the T or ies, arguing 
that it played into the radicals' hands. It was claim ed that the party character  
of the contests was viewed with increasing dissatisfaction by an "important
5
sector" of the e lecto ra te .*  The West Surrey T im es, on the other hand, took
*1 Tim es 10th October 1882.
*2 Peak F p. 474.
*3 Ibid pp 477-478.
*4 Ibid.
*5 A dvertiser 7th November 18.91.
the view that such complaints emanated from Tories who could not stomach
the L iberals' consistent su ccesse s  at the p o lls.**  The party elem ent, the
Tim es argued, maintained interest in the elections and prevented apathy from
2
creeping into municipal affairs .'* This was something of an understatement
in view of the controversy which had erupted the previous January over the
filling of three Aldermanic vacancies. Despite one having been occupied by
a L iberal, the Conservatives appropriated all three gowns for m em bers
of their own party . This "unwarrantable party move" caused "great
dissatisfaction" which was only partly m ollified by three L iberals being
returned unopposed to fill the vacant council position s.*  The Conservatives
control of the Corporation was now in jeopardy . With another two Aldermanic
vacancies arising in November, the. Conservatives viewed that month's
elections as being of "exceptional importance", emphasising that "Six Seats
4
are really  at stak e" .* In an 80% poll honours were shared, but with the 
two defeated L iberals becoming Aldermen, the party gained control of the 
Council for the first tim e. A su ccession  of L iberal Mayors in the 1890's 
helped to diffuse party antagonism. In 1895, Henry Peak, standing for re-  
election, played a leading role in an attempt to reduce the party elem ent 
in the town c o n tests . Following.consultations, it was agreed to dispense with 
canvassing, conveyances and committee room s, although a number of 
independent candidates came forward who disliked the pact. Peak claim ed
that "a good many e lec to rs, especially  among the artisan class"  did not
. . 5
approve of the decline in party rivalry at the con tests.*  A le tter  to the
West Surrey Tim es headed "The Glory of the Old Municipal Fights" bemoaned
the trend. The w riter described how party workers them selves provided with
sovereigns by the candidates , used to search out the thirsty burgesses "who
needed som e assistance in discovering the m erits of the candidates"; how
the printers used to troop out■H en m asse" to vote for the L iberals at 1 p .m . ;
how the occupants of brewers' vans would vote "like m aster, like man;" and
how traps tore madly up and down, m eeting the London trains and bringing
6workmen in from the country.* Finally the division of the Borough into 
wards in 1899, diminished interest in the elections as a town event.
*1 Probably a justified comment, in view of the changed positions since
1864 when the Liberals had used the sam e excuse of non-party voting to 
explain their defeats.
*2 Tim es 22nd October 1892.
*3 Peak F . p. 48 9.
*4 Hand-bills quoted by Peak F p. 509.
*5 Ibid p. 519.
*6 T i m e s  30l.li O c to b e r  18 97.
The background,to the L iberal upsurge of representation on the Council in 
the latter decades Of the century , was one of rapid economic and social 
development in Guildford. Successful businesses em erged that were headed 
by L iberals and Nonconform ists who were not a part of the town's political 
e lite . In the past the, Borough fs leading businessm an, because of their Tory- 
Anglican affiliations, had gained admittance to the Corporation alm ost as a 
m atter of course. Given the pronounced political bias of the Council, the 
em ergence of important L iberal,tradesm en generated tensions which 
sharpened party r iva lry . The exclusion of these successfu l businessm en  
from the upper echolons of town society doubtless intensified their feelings 
of political consciousness or at lea st their sense of injustice. Although fu l­
filling  status criterion in term s of occupational prestige, their religious 
and political affiliations disqualified them from taking up the recognised  
authority position in town life  which followed from their occupational 
achievement; Perhaps a Liberal and Nonconformist like Joseph Billing, 
the biggest employer of labour in the Borough in 1871, had no personal 
ambition to sit on the Corporation. But the exclusion of those in sympathy 
with his political and religious beliefs highlighted the biased nature of the 
town's adm inistration. The Corporation reflected only part of the socia l 
structure of the community - the Tory and Anglican side. With the blossom ing  
of Nonconformist strength during the 1860's and 1870's, this iniquitous situation 
resulted in fiercely  contested municipal elections. A neat indication of 
how the Corporation was transform ed from a closed  Conservative body 
into one representing a cro ss-sec tio n  of town p o litics, was provided by Peak's 
recollections of the old and new style Corporation dinners. When Peak  
became Borough Surveyor in 1866, there were two dinners, provided by 
the Mayor and Corporation respectively , which were considered to be of a 
sem i-private nature. Apart from Corporation m em bers and severa l 
m agistrates, very few people were present at the dinners, which were always 
held at the White Hart Inn - the election headquarters of the Tory party. 
Proceedings stretched into the early hours, form al business being ended by 
mid-night after which "the wine flowed m ore liberally". At the end of the 
century, however, the two dinners were combined, the event was styled the 
Corporation banquet and was held at the Public H alls. Invitations were 
broadened to include larger numbers of town tradespeople and notCworthies. 
Proceedings ended at 11 p .m v "intoxication" Peak noted, "would be regarded  
as a d isgrace and grounds for not being invited in future. "*1
*1 Ibid p. 607-610.
Thus the Liberal challenge was prompted by the way the Corporation was run 
on the basis of political partisanship. Party politics w ere at the heart of 
Guildford’s municipal contests. E specially  on the Conservative side, the 
party machine for-turning-out the vote was used just as much for Corporation 
elections as for Parliam entary ones. Each year the C onservatives published 
a lis t  of their official candidates / and until the m id-1860's this in itse lf  was 
a guarantee of election for the individuals concerned. Such a situation did not 
encourage the production of much election propaganda. The posters and the 
like that were issued , tended to be of a highly personal nature, frequently 
denigrating opponents as lacking the n ecessary  personal qualities or as 
having supported dubious p o lic ies . A current topic of controversy would 
occasionally stim ulate the publication of electioneering m aterial, but distinct 
local issu es  did not normally decide the outcome of a contest. It was not that 
either the Conservatives or the L iberals put forward distinctive or coherent 
municipal p o lic ie s . The lack of any com prehensive program m es is  summed 
up in the way the Liberal candidates,projected them selves in 1872 - their  
only pledge was Meconomy with efficiency". Disagreem ent over Corporation 
expenditure in one form or another, was the m ost common cause of 
controversy at the e lections. Apart from prom ises of economy and the 
activities of the tem perance reform ers, the nearest approach to consistent 
policies was on the issu e  of education.and the voluntary schools versu s the 
School Board controversy. The complaint of one. Churchman that the 
Conservative A ssociation took no interest in the School Board contests, despite 
the '‘inevitable" party character of the elections, only serves to underline 
how the party basis-of municipal politics was taken for granted in Guildford.
The increasing party rivalry at the polls is  apparent from  the few voting 
records that survive.
Table 54 : Voting at Municipal E lections (Percentages)* *
N Four Party Votes Cross Votes Unpolled
• Liberal Conservative
1852 (540) 20 29 26 24
1864 (569) 31 . 21 22 26
1869 (1,079) 28 39 9 24
❖ X At these elections four candidates from each party contested
. four s ea ts .
Between 1852 and 1869 the numbers of sp lit-votes decreased from 26% to 
9% (or by 24% when abstentions are excluded). Yet curiously, the numbers 
remaining unpolled stayed virtually constant. The abstension rate was over 
twice that for Parliam entary contests, suggesting a lower leve l of 
organisation and effort in respect of the council elections . N onetheless, 
when the possib ility  of cro ss  voting is  taken into account, loyalty to party 
candidates was relatively high. Butler and Stokes found that w ell over 90% 
of respondents stayed with their generalised tie  to the national parties at 
the local elections of 1963.*^ In Guildford, when the Parliam entary  
election of 1868 is  compared with the municipal contest of 1869, the figures 
were 83% for the L iberals and 90% for the C onservatives, excluding the 
unpolled.
Table 55: Voting at Parliam entary and Municipal E lections (Percentages)
Parliam entary Vote Municipal Votes N .
1852
Cons
Lib
1852 Cons 
83
- 7
Lib
3
59
Split
14
34
(106)
(105)
1865 Cons 1864 61 10 29 ( 7 8 )
Lib 2 87 11 (141)
1868 Cons 1869 90 2 8 (310) '
Lib • 4 83 13 (275)
*1 Butler.& Stokes op cit p. 39.
CONCLUSION
Whilst economic power in Guildford clearly  stem m ed from the control of 
property and production, dominance in this sphere also served as a 
legitim ate basis of wider socia l and political authority. Even leaving aside  
the position of the local aristocrats, the relationship between political and 
economic power could not have been m ore explicit in Guildford prior to 
1835, as the town was governed by the Guild Merchant, a body which 
organised the Borough’s trading facilities in the interest of its m em bers.
The Approved Men echoed the economic and social position of an elite of 
wealthy businessm en, bankers and professionals who took it in turn to be 
Mayor. During the rest of the century,, the town's power structure remained  
basically  monolithic - those individuals who wielded the greatest power in 
its economic system  also  tended to p o sse ss  the greatest authority in the 
socio-politica l sphere. R. O. Schulze has put forward the hypothesis that 
the power structure of the relatively isolated and self-contained community 
tends to be m onolithic, but that as the community becom es m ore complex 
and local businesses develop increasing links with m etropolitan areas, the, 
community's power structure bifurcates into d iscrete power sets  com posed  
of “economic dominants’* and public l e a d e r s .A l t h o u g h  at an earlier  stage
Myi foWrG
of Ci.ts)(growth, this phenonemon showed signs of occurring in Guildford. Men 
like Joseph B illing, the biggest employer of labour in the Borough in 1871, 
did not show any personal ambition for Council m embership during the latter  
decades of the century - the period when the town's economic development 
was increasing in pace.
Locally, economic changes dating from the 1860's w ere part of the transport 
revolution which thrust Guildford into the main stream  of national l ife . In 
contrast, sixty years earlier , Guildford was a focal point in West Surrey of 
a tight village society where a journey of twenty m iles was a formidable
Iaexpedition. George Bourne spoke of his grandfather's advent^ousness when, 
in the 1780's, the latter made his first v is it  from Farnham to London in order
to se ll his pots. Previously he had never been further than he might walk
2 '  . 
along the turn-pike. * In such a society , national po litics and the workings
* 1 R. O. Schulze in Community P olitical System s ed. M, Janowitz pp 19-72.
*2  Bourne op cit p . 59.
of Parliam ent meant very little . Far m ore important to the inhabitants of 
Guildford would be how the harvest had fared. Even then, with no house 
in the town being m ore than about two hundred yards, or so from a cornfield, 
the m echanism s of the Corn Laws would not be of particular concern.
Sim ilarly Cobbett once observed that 1 'the great business of life  in the 
country appertains in som e way to the g a m e." He relates how the v is it  of 
fox-hounds to Thursley (ten m iles south-w est of Guildford) caused great 
excitem ent in the 1820's. “ More than three-fourths of all interesting talk in 
the neighbourhood, for som e days past, has been about this anxiously looked- 
for event. I have seen no man, or boy, who did not talk about i t 1.1*^
By m id-century, the advent of the railway had dramatically reduced the
isolation of West Surrey from the m etropolis. In 1851, six  hundred people
travelled from Guildford to the Great Exhibition on two specia l tra ins. But
a parochial outlook lingered on. While calling the Exhibition the “ Eighth
Wonder of the World” the local p ress refrained from covering the event
because they believed no benefits would accrue from it to an agricultural
2region like West Surrey. * Industrial development lay far in the future. 
Indeed, when the railway opened in 1845, Guildford was little  different from  
the trading community and market town of one hundred years before. Some 
High Street houses were still used as private residences and many retained  
their gardens. The town was surrounded by farmland and private e sta tes , 
while even the railway station stood in the countryside. By the end of.the 
century, however, a new bridge across the river linked the station with the 
town centre and commuting had become an established practice. In particular, 
the London and South-W estern Company had opened a second line from  
Guildford to the m etropolis via Effingham in 1885, especia lly  to cater for 
com m uters. The railways also provided employment in their own right, while 
the building and ancillary trades were major benefactors of the stim ulus 
given to the development of the local economy. With alm ost a permanent 
building boom in West Surrey during the la ter  years of the century, involving  
important institutional building such as Royal Holloway C ollege, as w ell as 
domestic housing, the social structure changed under the impact of these
*1 Cobbett op cit October 182 5 pp 267 & 277.
*2 Gazette 6th May & 10th June 1851.
developments. Construction work provided jobs for builders, craftsm en, 
estate agents, law yers and surveyors.
At the sam e tim e, social change in the country at large introduced a note 
of uncertainty into the liv e s  of those upper and m idd le-class individuals 
who had been the dominating elem ents in Guildford's affairs during the 
preceeding decades. In particular, the real or  imagined challenge to 
private property which they saw as emanating from various p o lic ies expoused 
by the L iberals (notably Irish Church disestablishm ent), induced a feeling  
of unease. At the c lo se  of the century, the bourgeoisie had a somewhat 
threatened feeling and was naturally as well as politically , largely  
Conservative. A century earlier  in contrast, Guildford was a rather 
progressive and self-confident little  town, proud of its relative independence 
from "influence” in the political sphere. After the Norton in terest had been 
defeated in 18 30, George Austen said: ”l w ill venture to a sser t there is  not 
a Borough in my dear country that p o sse sse s  more genuine true British  
feeling, m ore independent m en, both in mind and pocket, or stands m ore 
respectable in proportion to its population and extent, than the borough of 
Guildford.”*^ Although his speech sm acks of post-election  jubilation, it does 
suggest that Guildford was indeed m ore independent that many p laces. Austen 
would not have dared to be so effus*ive about a palpably rotten or pocket 
borough. Changes to Guildford's Parliam entary representation, culminated in 
a lo ss  of prestige with the introduction of enlarged constituencies in 1884.
The Borough's submergence in a national one mem ber system  was parallelled  
by Guildford's relative decline in status from a market town, centre of its  
own em pire, to a community increasingly shaped by m etropolitan influences as 
the "2 0 th century began. But if it was not until this period that Guildford 
entered the m ain-stream  of the nation's economic life , the evolution from  
local to national issu es  at the Borough's Parliam entary elections had com e  
much earlier .
P rior to the-1830's, the constituency's elections had been entirely  parochial 
in character. The six contests between 1790 and 1830 centred on personalities  
rather than party p o litics. All these elections basically  revolved around 
the.question of the Borough's "independence” and the extent of Lord Grantley's
*1 Handbill G 3207 G.M.
in terest. (Although in 1796 it was the Onslow interest that cam e under 
pressu re). In 1830, when Brock a sser ts  that established in terests in the 
boroughs were all on the defensive because of the Reform issu e , Lord 
Grantley's position was threatened, not because of feeling over reform , but 
because the electors felt that the town's "independence" was at stake. For  
instance, one of the rallying cr ies  of those opposed to the Nortons, ended 
with the words "OUR TOWN . . .  OtJR RIGHTS . . .  SECURE FOR EVER . " * 1 
Although the question of reform may have created a condusive a tm osp here  
for such a campaign, in fact the anti-Norton candidate, George Sumner, was 
a die-hard Tory opposed to political change. What is  striking about the 
election is  its c lo se  resem blance to the contest of 1790, when Sumner had 
first challenged the Nortons. Despite the gap of forty y ears, the slogans on 
the two occasions are markedly sim ilar . Reform was thus an irrelevant 
factor at the la ter  contest. When the loca l character of these elections is  
borne in m in d , the unique nature of the subsequent 1831 contest is  readily  
apparent. For the first tim e in a hundred years or m ore, a Guildford election  
was dominated by an issu e  concerned with national p o litics. Not that Lord 
Grantley allowed his political principles to endanger the fam ily in terest in 
Guildford. Although he personally carried his opposition to the Reform B ill 
to the bitter end in the House of Lords, the family influence backed Charles 
Norton's candidature in 1831, despite the latter's committment to Reform . 
N early thirty years la ter , on the other hand, when Guildford Onslow sim ilarly  
contested the Borough for the L iberals, thereby offending the Tory princip les  
of Lord Onslow, the la tter1 s influence was used against him , despite no 
other m ember of the family being involved in the election. The incident, 
occurring in 1858, is  symptomatic of the far greater im portance that party 
politics had come to assum e in Guildford contests. Even foreign affairs 
were no longer ignored. Indeed, the ram ifications of the Commons' division  
on the Canton bombardment were an important factor at the local 1857 election .
Apart from 1831, elections during the rest of that decade had been a m ixture  
of issu es about personalities on the one hand, and party on the other. The 
scandal with its  homosexual overtones that surrounded Charles Wall relegated  
political issu es  to the back-ground in 1835, but at lea st the problem s of Reform  
and taxation featured in the campaign. In the sam e way, local and national 
questions interm ingled at the following election which saw controversy
*1- Squibs op cit C . P . L .
over the Poor Laws alongside allegations that Jam es Mangles was being m ore  
sensitive to Godalming's in terests than to those of Guildford: By the 1840's 
party issu es  were of paramound importance in the town's contests. At the 
1841 election, a poster was issu ed  relating to a m eeting of Nottingham  
Chartists who were demanding the repeal of the Corn Laws. This controversy, 
along with the Catholic question, especially  preoccupied the local electorate. 
The sam e issu es  also  dominated the West Surrey elections. Although never  
a particularly vocal group, in so far as the Surrey farm ers made any 
political demands during the century, their m ost frequent cail was for the 
retention and then for the restoration of Protection.*'*'
These election campaigns of the m id-century period do pose the general 
problem as to how far the individuals who harped on a return to protectionism  
or who raised the anti-Catholic cry, really did believe that the Corn Laws 
could be re-introduced or that the Church was "in danger". Did such them es 
at the hustings m erely represent "gut" politics - a cynical exploitation of 
the e lectorate's prejudices? The two issu es  w ere both so  frequently debated, 
even outside of election tim e, that many must have believed in the rea lities  
of all the propaganda. But one is  left with the clear im pression that at the 
hustings, partisans in the crowd made the running m ore often than the 
candidates them selves. The politicians, who frequently tried to remain  
uncommitted, were not allowed to fudge the is su e s . At election after election  
persistent questioning from the alm ost fanatical supporters of the two causes  
forced candidates into enunciating their position.
Few other questions p o ssessed  such emotive appeal. Butler and Stokes
em phasise that modern elections seldom  turn narrowly on issu es  of
government policy. The vast m ajority of issu es  do hot evoke strong feelings
in a sufficiently large proportion of the electorate to alter the relative
standing of the parties at the p o lls. The sharpest impact on party strength
is made by issu es  on which attitudes are widely form ed, where opinion is
far from evenly divided and where the parties are  strongly differentiated
2
in the mind of the e lectorate.*  The Corn Laws controversy in 1841 was one 
such occasion, although the prim e example of a divisive issu e  was that of 
Reform in 1831.
*1 In Lincolnshire too, this was the farm ervs m ost insistent demand 
(Olney op cit p. 55.)
*2 Butler & Stokes op cit p. 341,
.tsy m e m ia iodu’s , a c ia ss  element was oemg introduced into uuiidiord  
campaigns by the L ib era ls , with an attack on their Tory opponent's allegedly  
anti-working c la ss votes in Parliam ent. But the L iberal's gambit apparently 
met with very limited, su ccess . In a three-cornered contest, the Conservative's 
position was never seriously  threatened by the presence of a second L iberal- 
Radical candidate. Few feelings of c la ss consciousness existed in the town 
for the Radicals to exploit. Locally no labour movement worthy of the name 
existed either. In 1871, while leading tradesm en like Thomas Gill and W illiam  
Pimm might employ about 25 workers each, and Joseph B illing three tim es as 
many at his printing works, with the exception of several loca l builders, 
brewers and farm ers, barely any other employer in the Borough had a work­
force in excess of ten. In these sm all b u sin esses, workers could readily  
identify with the concern in which they were employed. Such work situations, 
sm all in sca le  and highly personalised, were not conducive to the development 
of feelings of c la ss  consciou sn ess. Whereas in the modern factory situation  
relations between management and worker frequently tend to be im personal and 
potentially antagonistic, where units of production are very sm all, there is  a 
greater probability of mutual identification between the two sides . Lockwood 
considers that "the development of c la ss consciousness is  rooted in two 
interrelated yet possibly independent p ro cesses . The first is  the consciousness  
of a division of in terest between employer and em ployee, and the second a 
consciousness of a community of in terest among em ployees. The virtually  
total absence of factory production in Guildford meant that a prim e basis for 
collective action did not exist in the town. W orking'relationships tended to be 
personal and patern alistic . The only industrial problems of note throughout 
the whole of the century, were two strikes involving loca l carpenters in 
1847 and 1893. Capitalists and workers a lso  tended to liv e  very much in c lose  
contact with one another in Guildford, even if in contrasting housing conditions. 
There was no isolated  w orking-class community, as occurred for example in  
som e mining areas, that might promote a feeling of unity between em ployees in 
differing occupations. F oster , in his study of three industrial towns, found 
that where a strong w orking-class political movement overshadowed
occupational loya lties, m arriages between labour and craft fam ilies w ere a
2
common occurrance.* Conversely, if a town's labour force was split by
*1 Lockwood op cit p. 208.
*2 J. F oster : C lass Consciousness & the Industrial Revolution and in Dyos 
(ed) A Study of Urban History pp 290-3.
occupation into sub-groups, such interm arriages were le s s  frequent. Thus
in Oldham, where there was extrem e c lass consciousness, far m ore m arriages
occurred between fam ilies of labourers and high-paid artisans than in South
Shields, where there was little  c la ss conflict. Basing his calculation on a model
by Berent, F oster  com es up with an "index of association" between craft
and labouring occupations of 80 for Oldham and 69 for South Shields . A
sim ilar analysis of Guildford m arriages, derived from the town’s two central
Churches of St. Mary's and Holy Trinity, resulted in an index of 67 for the
2 'period 1840-60 and of 68 for 1860-80.*
Both Marx and Weber distinguish between c la ss as sim ply a number of individual; 
in a sim ilar situation, and c la ss  consciousness, which resu lts from conflict bet-
3
ween different c la sses*  While defining class, in economic term s,W eber does not 
make consciousness a necessary  condition of it. He accepts the M arxist view  
that c la ss refers to men sharing a common economic situation, but does not 
relate this solely  to the mode of production. Instead a compound of an individ­
ual's actual situation is  taken, including a persons opportunities & expectations. 
Furtherm ore, the importance of status stratification is  em phasised as an 
independent principle underlying socia l h ierarch ies. A lack of data about 
an individual's relationship to the means of production and the absence of 
apparent feelings of c la ss consciousness, precluded an examination in 
M arxist term s of the voting record of the Guildford electorate. Even in 
relation to Weberian theory, the socia l groups utilised  in the c la ss  analysis 
of electoral behaviour could only be said to represent q u a si-c la sse s . The 
analysis undertaken was therefore at the level of occupational and socia l 
status groups.
In contemporary interpretations of British voting behaviour c la ss  is  accorded  
the leading role, whereas for 19th century elections it is  widely acknowledged 
that religion entered into politics in a basic manner. Butler and Stokes found 
evidence that in the recent past, party allegiance has foHowed c la ss  lin es
,4more strongly in Britain than anywhere e lse  in the English-speaking w orld.*
*1 J. Berent "Social Mobility & Marriage" in D. V. G lass Social Mobility in 
Great Britain p . 321.
*2 One qualification as regards this data is  the sm all number in the sam ple -
329 and 386 respectively . In contrast F oster  was able to take 3,000 ca ses
*3 Bendix and Lip set op cit p. 23.
*4 Butler & Stokes op cit p. 90.
un xne sam e suojecx, r u ize r  is  m ore empnaxic, asseru n g  xnai c ia ss  is  me
basis of British politics; all e lse  is  embellishm ent and detail."*'1' Over the
la st hundred years, and particularly since the r ise  of the Labour party,
it is  generally agreed that c la ss  and party have increasingly co-incided in
B ritish . P ro fessor  Cornford, for example, has argued that from 1868 onwards
"class was becoming the m ost important single factor in deciding political
allegiance". P . P . Clarke believes that "class politics in much their modern
form appeared in England before the first World War and was the force
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behind the Liberal election v ictories of 1910."* He argues that the p re­
conditions for the em ergence of c la ss politics were all in evidence by 1900: 
the drift of the better-off into Conservatism  was becomirg ever m ore 
pronounced; a programme of socia l reform with a c la ss-b ased  appeal had 
become part of the Liberal and Labour party m anifestoes; and the working- 
c la sse s  were showing signs of greater se lf-con sciou sn ess while the contrary  
pull of religion was declining in im portance. Butler and Stokes speak of 
British politics being still "largely rooted in religion" during the Victorian  
era, while Gash comments that "religion was itse lf  a sp ecies 6f politics" .* 
Assuming that a person’s beliefs w ill norm ally harm onise with the social 
groups to which they belong, Clarke concludes that religion rather than 
c la ss  constituted the dominant reference group prior to 1900 : "in Victorian  
England the clash of life  sty les was m ost distinctively characterised  by 
religious and quasi religious differences. Despite the evidence of secxilar- 
isation, it was these rather than c la ss  divisions which did m ost to mould 
political consciousness" .*^
The present study lends support to this contention. U tilising occupation as
the basis of socia l status groups, no correlation was found between such
c la sse s  and voting behaviour 1790-1868. Apart from the pre-1832 contests,
a five c la ss occupational and social stratification m odel, based on A rm strong's
5suggestions, was used in the an a lysis .*  Eight groups composed the 
occupational hierarchy, ten the socia l "class" schem e.
*1 P . G . J .  P ulzer : P olitical Representation and E lections In Britain p 98.
*2 P . P . Clarke : "The E lectoral Sociology of Modern Britain*in H istory p51. 
*3 Butler & Stokes op cit p. 159; Gash op cit p. 175.
*4 Clarke op cit p. 45.
*5 Arm strong in Wrigley op cit pp 215-23 (as explained in Chapter 1 ).
Table 56 : Occupational and Social Class Groups
Occupational C lass Social C lass
C lass 1 . C lass 1
(i) Gentlemen (i) Higher P rofessions & Gentlemen
(ii) Capitalists & the Rich
C lass 2 Class 2
(ii) P rofessions & Yeomen (iii) Subprofessionals & Yeomen
(iv) The m oderately wealthy
Class 3 C lass 3
(iii) R etailers (v) R etailers
(iv) Petty Entrepreneurs (vi) Petty Entrepreneurs
(v) Submanagers (vii) Submanagers
C lass 4 C lass 4 * ■
(vi) Craftsmen (viii) Craftsmen
(vii) C lerical & Em ployees (xi) C lerical & Em ployees
Class 5 C lass 5
(viii) Labour (x) Labour
N. B. The three c la ss m odel, as u tilised  in the Borough’s early contests 
when the electorate was relatively sm all, consisted of:-
Upper C lasses - C lasses 1 & 2
Middle C lasses - C lasses 3 & 4
Working C lasses - Class 5
Program m es derived from the Statistical packages for the Social Sciences 
were used for analysis. Of the various tests  of statistica l significance  
available, Cram er's V was taken as the m ost suitable for a sse ss in g  the 
degree of association between voting behaviour and occupational-social c la s s . 
But in the cases of all the groups tried, the leve l of association proved 
extrem ely low.
TABLE 57 : Voting B ehaviour & S oc ia l-O ccupational C lass
C RA M ER S'V  
. 5
.05
6 17^0 196 1£>06 '07 'l'8 'do T31 r3*5 '^7 ’41 ’47 '5'2 >57 *58 ’65 '66
E le c t io n  
KEY S ocia l "C la s s"
T en  g roup  e le m e n ts  
F iv e  g roup  m o d e l
O c cu p a t io n a l  C la s s
E ig h t  g ro u p  
E l e m e n t s
F iv e  C la s s  
M odel
Table 58 : Voting Behaviour & Occupational - Social Class (Cramer's V)
Election Occupational Class Social "C lass”
Eight Group Five C lass Ten Group F ive Group Three Groui 
  E lem ents Stratification Elem ents Model Model
1790 . 36 .25 .44 .37 .48
1796 .25 .23 .30 . 26 .31
1806 . 21 .16 .30 .23 .21
1807 .22 .15 .25 .18 .17
1818 .27 .21 .28 .23 .24
1830 .30 . .30 .48 .16 .11
1831 .26 .31 .27 .26 .24
1832 .23 .18 .20 .17 .16
1835 .18 .14 .16 .14 .16
1837 .20 .17 .21 .20 .24
1841 .18 .21 .21 .16 .19
1847 .16 .14 .18 .13 .12
1852 .15 • 13 .16 .16 .13
1857 .1.4 .11 .15 .12 .1.4
1858 .17 .08 .17. .10 .07
1865 .3.2 .11 . 15 . 14 ; .16
1866 .15 .07 .18 .11 .11
1868 .18 . 14 .22 . 18 .15
Mean .21 .17 .24 .18 .19
N .B .  Because of the premature end to the 1790 contest, nearly 50% of 
the electorate were unpolled. Sim ilarly, in both 1818 and 1830 som e 15% of 
the electorate were prevented from registering their vote compared with the 
turn-out at other contests.
As can be seen from the above table and graph, the sub-division of occupational 
groups into socia l status groups did not significantly increase the lev e l of 
association as regards voting behaviour. Nor did the sta tistics exhibit any 
relationship to the changing pattern of issu es  at Guildford contests, where 
m atters of national interest gradually became m ore important from the 1830's. 
From  the figures obtained for example, the 1831 contest, which centred on
the Reform question, appears little  different from the previous con tests  
that had focussed on local is su e s . The 1831 resu lts are generally comparable 
with those of 1796, when the election revolved around the parochial issu e  of 
Guildford’s ’'independence". Ironically, the highest correlations obtained - 
in respect of 1790 r were for an election which ended prem aturely, with only 
about half the electorate having been polled. When the resu lts are taken as 
a whole, far from the sta tistics reflecting the change from local to national 
issu es at the Borough’s contests in a positive direction, the lev e l of association  
fell after 1831. Inste ad of an increased correlation between voting behaviour 
and "class" as the century progessed , what clearly em erges is  a low er  
association after the 1832 Reform Act. Somewhat tantilisingly, the only 
election to fall between the 2nd Reform Act and the Ballot Act hints at a 
possib le  trend towards an increased correlation. During the whole period . 
between the elections of 1841 and 1868, however, the lev e l of association  
did not once reach 0 .2  in any of the various groups. The 1841 contest and 
more especially  the one in 1837, both broke this barrier, though without 
matching the p r e -1832 le v e ls . According to N ossiter , these two General 
Elections (alongw ith 1868) were the m ost national in character p rior  to 1884 
in the county at l a r g e . D e s p i t e  the lack of any link between socio -  
occupational c la ss and voting behaviour, there was still the accepted pattern to 
the way in which the various groups voted, with the upper c la sse s  tending to 
support the C onservatives, the low er c la sse s  the L iberals. To illu strate  
this trend, which was clearly  in evidence by 1868, voting along party lin es  
in the elections of 1831, 1841, 1866 and 1868 was taken, thereby avoiding 
three-cornered contests with the attendant problem of sp lit-vo tes.
Table 59 : Voting Behaviour by Social "Class" (P ercentages)
Class 1831 1841 1866 1868
 ____ Tory Whig . Con. Lib. Con. Lib. Con. Lib.
1 36 64 57 43 63 37 74 26
2 42 58 46 54 58 42 57 43
3 36 64 28 72 49 51 51 49
4 47 53 33 67 46 54 39 61
5 30 70 50 50 53 47 48 52
*1 N ossiter  (1970) op cit p. 386. (Based on standard deviations derived from  
the mean regional Conservative vote for the English Boroughs).
Within occupations, the better-off, as m easured in the mean number of 
servants and rateable values, also tended to vote Tory. The petty 
entrepreneurs and to a le s s e r  extent, the reta ilers and c lerica l w orkers, 
were the exceptions to the rule.
Table 60 : Voting Behaviour Within Occupational Groups in 1868
Mean Number Mean Rateable
of Servants Values £ 's
Con. Lib. Con. Lib.
P rofessions 2.81 - 2.33 51. 91 24.14
Sub-professions 1.85 0.85 34.40 21.54
R etailers 0.66 1.03 29.60 28.95
Petty Entrepreneurs 0.67 0.84 24.12 26.06
Submanagers 0.83 0.14 17.50 15.13
C lerical/E m ployees 0.32 0 .17  6.83 8.73
Craftsmen 0.34 0.10  16.08 9.83
Labour 0.02 0.02 4.60 4 .73
Overall, there was no consistent division of support between the Whigs and 
Radicals in term s of the v o ters’ wealth. Rateable values were higher 
amongst Tory voters, but in both the Borough and County elections the 
position varied as regards the two types of L iberal candidates.
Table 61 : Rateable Values of Tory, Whig & Radical Voters in Guildford
County E lections Tory Whig Radical
1835 . 28.20 25.67 19.92
1837 37.30 29.71 31.30
1868 54.50 54.37 53.57
Borough Elections
1852 29.53 24.00 25.37
1857 27.03 27.04 28.88
*1 A sim ilar situation to the one which N ossiter found in Bradford and 
Hull (N ossiter op cit, 1970, p. 283).
The tendency for the better-off to support the Conservatives was also  
reflected in the voting record of various "superior” occupations. Guildford 
L iberals on m ore than one occasion complained about the Toryism  of local 
bankers, brew ers, clergym en and-doctors.*'* Out of 27 such individuals who 
were polled at the 1868 contest, 26 voted Conservative. The craftsm en  
and reta ilers , on the other hand, favoured the L iberals. The cordwainers, 
carpenters and grocers strongly supported the L iberals throughout the period  
1831 - 1868. The butchers, until the 1850's tended to sym pathise with the 
C onservatives.
Table 62 ; Voting of Various Craftsmen and R etailers in 1868 (Percentages)
Conservative L iberal
Butchers 25 . 75
Carpenters 31 69
Cordwainers 22 . 78
G rocer 35 65
In the 1850's too, the Borough's entrepreneurs as a group, changed their
allegiance from the L iberals to the C onservatives. The voting patterns of the
businessm en and r e ta ile r s , which had been broadly sim ilar  in the previous
decades, showed a marked divergence from 1857. Although the entrepreneurs
had never been as strongly Liberal as the shopkeepers, the reasons for the
swing in their vote from 1857/8 are obscure. Clarke a sser ts  : "it is  a
fairly safe generalisation that the business vote as a whole had been L iberal
in the m id-Victorian period. In the big c ities  it c learly  began tipping
towards the Conservatives from 1868. E lsew here it may have been the
. . .  2
mainstay of L iberalism  much longer. * This was c learly  not the case  in 
Guildford, and indeed, those businessm en associated with the drink trade 
had showed signs of going Conservative in the 1840's.
*1 A s, for example, after the 1872 Municipal con test.P oster, G3460 G.M.
*2 Clarke op cit p. 48.
Table 63 : Comparison of the Voting Behaviour of R etailers & Petty
__________ Entrepreneurs (Percentages)*! _____
R etailers  
Liberal Conservative
1831
1832 
1835 
1837 
1841 
1847 
1852
1857
1858
1865
1866 
1868
65
29
37
32
60
58
61. 5
35
26
27
63
25
31
40
30
42
38. 5
Petty Entrepreneurs 
Liberal Conservative
61
25
36
27
40
40
39
31
28
37.5
64
33
48
60
46
60
61
Having met with negative findings in relation to the original hypothesis - that 
the association between c la ss  and voting behaviour increased as Guildford 
politics became le s s  parochial - discriminant analysis was u tilised  to test  
the signifiance of other variab les. Religion em erged as the only factor from  
which an elector's vote could reasonably be predicted. Nonconform ists m ainly 
voted L iberal, Anglicans were predominantly T o r ie s . •
Table 64 : "Group" Voting at the 1868 Election
Group
Nonconform ists & 
Anglicans
Tenants of Conservative & 
Liberal land lords.*2
Occupational Eight Group 
Model
Three C lass Model
Canonical Correlation
. 66
.33
. 12 
.15
N
69
61
1051
1051
*1 In three-cornered contests, the vote of the one party candidate has been 
. taken. .
*2 Among a group of 34 landlords whose politics are indicated by their  
1868 vote, 61 of their tenants a lso  voted at the sam e election .
For the D issenters, religious affiliations were gained from the membership  
l is ts  of the local denominations - the General and Strict B aptists, 
Congregationalist's and Quakers. The names of a few W esleyan Methodists 
were gleaned from the local p r e ss . No records remain for the P rim itive  
M ethodists, who established them selves in the town during the 1860's, nor 
for the handful of Plymouth Brethren living in Guildford. For the 1840's 
one further piece of data is  available. In 1843 local nonconform ists signed  
a petition protesting about government proposals for education. The 150 
petitioners probably included Methodists and Brethren as well as other 
dissenters who do not appear on surviving records. Active m embership  
of the Anglican Church was le s s  easy to establish. But just as the appearance 
on a nonconformist mem bership lis t  im plied a commitment to that 
denomination, so individuals who held som e office in the Established  
Church (e. g. Church Warden) or who participated in one of its  loca l p ressu re  
groups (e. g. Guildford'Protestant A ssociation, Church Defence A ssociation) 
made up the m ajority of the electors labelled as m em bers of the Anglican 
Church. Grave stones and references in the obituary columns of the loca l  
p ress for marked religious loyalties were also used to identify Anglicans.
The econom ic-socio status of the known Anglicans and Nonconform ists was 
broadly sim ilar. Whereas the Anglicans were overwhelm ingly Conservative 
in sympathy, the different Nonconformist were sects Varied in the degree 
of support they gave the L iberals. The latter party was so lid ly  backed by 
the Congregationalists, while the Baptists and Quakers were equivocal in 
their allegiance. The Conservatism  of the W esleyans is  a lso  hinted at in 
the table below.
Table 65: The Voting Record of Local Nonconformists
1831 1841 1858 1866 1868
Whig Tory Lib Con Lib Con Lib Con Lib Con
Baptist 4 1 10 4 5 . 4 4 4 5 2
Congregationalist 4 0 16 1 7 1 17 1 18 o
Quaker 5 3 6 2 2 1 3 1 2 . 1
W esleyans - ■ •0. 2 1 1 2 2 1 3
Nonconformists 34 11 34 4 ' 5 2 3 3 3 2
(d e n o m in a t io n _______   _     V ____ _^___ ____ ___
unknown)
N 32 40 29 40 37
Discrim inant analysis also showed high lev e ls  of association between religion
and voting behaviour at other elections, apart from 1868.
♦
1Table 66 -. Voting of Anglicans and N onconform ists - Canonical Correlations*
N_
1831 .54 34
1841 .68 59
1852 .58 47
1857 .42 49
1858 .47 48
1865 .54 63
1866 .56 67
1868 .66 69
In the case  of tenants, although the canonical correlation of 0. 33 for 1868
was significantly lower than for religious affiliation, som e indication of an
individual's vote could be gained from their landlord's political affiliation.
Factors relating to the im m ediate neighbourhood have a lso  been shown to
influence voting behaviour. Drake found that in Bath between 1832 and
21868, there existed  a community loyalty to particular p a r ties .*  Among the 
Guildford parishes, the Conservatives did consistently best in St. N icholas 
and fared worst in Stoke and St. Mary. This was not sim ply a reflection  of 
where the wealthier c la sse s  lived, as overall, Holy Trinity e lectors p o sse ssed  
the highest mean rateable values. (The figures for St. N icholas are distorted  
because of the rural character of the P arish).
Table 67 : Voting by P arish  (Percentages)
1858 E lector's Mean 1868 E lector's Mean
Lib. Con. Rateable Values Lib. Con. Rateable Values
Holy Trinity 58 47 £37.86 51 49 £25.18
St. Mary 55 .45 £29,75 55 45 ' £26.08
St. Nicholas 36 64 £ 8 .75 40 60 £ 4 .83
Stoke 58 42 £14.26 • 54 46 £13.69
*1 _  For_the „three cornered cohtests of 1852, 4 8 57 and4  8 6 5, c r o s s -party votes 
for the'knoderate" candidate have been discounted, enabling e lectors .to 
be c lassified  as either Conservative or L iberal.
*2 Drake op cit (1974) p. 89;
Tingsten has noted how the w orking-classes"give m ore votes for left-w ing  
parties in areas where the workers are more heavily concentrated. In 
Guildford, with a restricted  Borough boundary, this hypothesis is  difficult 
to test. A comparison involving 62 artisans, evenly distributed between 
Charlotteville, an area of m ixed housing to the south of the Upper High 
Street, and Stoke P arish , where som e streets were wholly occupied by the 
w ork in g-c lasses, showed there to be virtually no difference in the voting 
behaviour of the two groups. Both sets favoured the L iberals, the 
Charlotteville residents casting just one vote m ore for the Conservatives 
than their Stoke counterparts.
For the individual today, the fam ily is  one of the m ost important soc ia lisin g  
agencies in determing how a person votes. Lipset found a particularly high 
congruence between a father's vote and that of his son when the la tter  first  
voted. Exactly the sam e pattern of fam ily voting was evident in 19th 
century Guildford. Fathers and sons were identified in 43 c a se s . In sum  
they voted together on 138 occasions, excluding 8 abstensions or instances 
of not being polled. Their votes were exactly the sam e in 112 ca ses  and 
different in another 26. But in only 3 instances were their votes com pletely  
at variance. Thus, for example, where three candidates contested an
- 2
election, normally one vote at lea st would be common to father and son .*  
M oreover, on the first occasion when the son voted, there w ere only two 
examples out of 43 where the generations differed at a ll.
The general pattern of voting in Guildford during the 19th century reflects  
the development of party p o litics. In 1831, the local electorate had the 
opportunity to vote along party lin es for the first tim e. Reform was the main 
issu e  on which the parties took opposing v iew s. M oreover, two candidates 
stood for each side, enabling a straight party* choice to be made. The 
position was sim ilar in 1841, with the issu e  of the Corn Laws and F ree Trade
being to the fore. Yet the number of split votes cast on each occasion was
• «  '
markedly different. In 1831, 41% voted across party lin es w hereas ten years
*1 L ipset op cit p. 212.
*2 This assum es both votes would be used. In such con tests, there were  
six  ways of voting, excluding abstensions . One could either plump for
 _  . one of the 4hree-candidat6s or-vote for-two candidates in any com bination-
of three ways. Overall the exact sta tistica l significance of these resu lts  
is  obscure, because the data violates the'principle of independent 
random sam pling. In virtually all c a ses , a se r ie s  of elections is  
involved for father and son. (See Table 68).
Election William R ussell 
Father Son
William W illiamson  
Father Son
W illiam Boxall 
Father Son
1818 1 Con 1 Con
1830 1 Con 1 Con Split 2 C on.
1831 Split Split 2 Lib Split
1832 Split Split 2 Lib Split
1835 2 Con 1 Lib 2 Lib
1837 2 Con 1 Con Split
1841 1 Con 2 Lib 2 Lib
1847 Split Split
1852 2 Lib 2 Lib Abs.
1857 2 Lib 2 Lib Split
1858 1 Lib 1 Lib lL ib  ILib
1865 1 Lib 1 Lib Split Split
1866 1 Lib Abs 1 Con 1 Con
1868 1 Lib 1 Con
KEY
Abs . = Abstained Lib = Liberal'
Con = Conservative Split = C ross party vote
la ter , the figure was only 9%. The increased influence of party is  also  
reflected in the way 9% of the electorate chose to cast just one of their votes  
on the form er occasion, compared with only 3% in 1841. Although no 
sta tistics  rem ain, since the number voting in 1841 was alm ost the sam e as 
six  years la ter  when an expansion in the electorate had taken place and 10% 
remained unpolled,it seem s likely  that 1841 w itnessed the largest relative  
turn-out of any Guildford contest between 1790 and 1868. P ossib ly  the 
numbers unpolled were under 5%. The low rate for abstensions and split 
votes in 1841 conforms with N ossiter 's findings that the 1841 General E lection  
was the m ost national in character of any between 18 32 and 1885 . In the sam e 
way, the sm all number of absensions and split votes in 1868 and 1837 
respectively , fits in with their status as the next two m ost national in 
character.
*1 N ossiter  (1970) op cit p. 386.
j.cwxc \ j j j  . v ol uic jl/cvcxupmtixit m jrarty jrunucs-*- p e r c e n t a g e s )
Election Split Votes
Total
Plum pers 
For party 
Fielding one 
candidate
Unpolled 
Total Actual
Abstensions
1790 44 20 10 Contest ended prematurely
1796 41 17 9 ? ?
1806 50 6 4 ? ?
1807 46 3 1 ? ?
1818 47 5 Nil Contest ended prematurely
1830 44 7 2 Contest ended prem aturely
1831 41 . 9 Four Cand­
idates
? ?
1833 50 16 ll(C on) ? ?
1835 56 10 7 (Con) 9 ?
1837 19 29 27(Lib) ? ?
1841 9 3 Four Candi­
dates
? ?
1847 51 15 8(Lib) 10 ?
1852 . 24 29 24(Con) 9 4
1857 33 37 30(Con) 11 8
1858 Bye Election — 15 10
1865 14 49 41 (Con) 11 8
1866 Bye Election - - 9 ?
1868 One Member 
Constituency
- - 7 ?
Drake, in studying the Ashford Borough contests from 1852 to 1868,,.concludes
that the increasing participation of the electorate and the tendency away from
cross-votin g  at som e elections was due to the sharpening of party politica l
conflict which resulted in more obvious choices being present to the 
2
electorate.*  In Guildford the turn-out during the 1850's and 60's did not
p recise ly  fit this pattern. The contests of 1857 and 1865, comparable in
term s of the candidates involved , had exactly the sam e proportion of
*1 "Split-votes*1 are cross party votes. The "total unpolled,r includes those  
who had d ied , moved away or in official positions, such individuals being  
excluded from "actual abstensions1'. P rior to 1831 the "non- party" c ontesl
have been viewed in term s of the representatives of the two established  
in terests versus an "outsider". The party fielding just one candidate in a 
three-cornered contest is  indicated in brackets: Lib=Liberal, Con = 
Conservative.
*2 Prnk.o (1971) op ci t  p.  486.
E lectors remaining unpolled. On the other hand, the number of split 
votes cast was m ore than halved in 1865 compared with 1857. M oreover, 
the 1868 election did boast the low est abstension rate of the two decades, 
although this is  hardly surprising, since for the first tim e it was no longer  
possib le for the parties to share the Borough's representation.
The qtiestion of plumpers and sp lit-votes in a three-sided  contest is  m ore  
complex than so far im plied. A decrease in cro ss-v o tes  does not n ecessarily  
result from an increase in party influence. For exam ple, to split a vote 
between parties may have indicated a relatively high degree of political 
sophistication and party organisation. A Tory elector might vote for his own 
party candidate and at the sam e tim e help a Whig or moderate L iberal to be 
returned at the expense of a Radical. Sim ilarly a Liberal e lector could use  
his second vote in favour of a moderate Conservative to block an ultra- 
Tory. When faced with two such opponents in 1847, the Whig R oss Mangles 
obviously aimed to capture the second votes of m oderate C onservatives, 
maintaining that there w asMbut little  room for dissension between the reasonable 
Liberal and Conservative. I am not one of those who desire to keep up party 
distinctions or party watch-words. M angles, in fact, succeeded in 
splitting the Conservative vote. N ossiter  suggests that sp lit-voting was m ore  
prevalent amongst Conservatives than L iberals and m ost common amongst 
the upper and professional c la s se s . The Guildford evidence is  inconclusive.
In the three contests 1832-37, the Conservatives did split their votes m ore  
than the L iberals, but the position was reversed  for the three e lections 1847-57. 
Although the professional c la sse s  did show a tendency towards cross-vo tin g , 
the unskilled workers split their votes m ore frequently - p ossib le  an indication  
of their greater susceptibility to influence. N ossiter  concludes that the 
greatest incidence of split-voting occurred in boroughs enfranchised before  
1832 and in sm aller  constituencies. . Guildford fulfilling both conditions, 
certainly had a rate of cross-votin g  at lea st equal to, and in m ost ca ses  
double that which N ossiter  found in a sam ple of English Boroughs between 
1832 and 1868.*2
On the subject of abstainers, L ipset points out that in modern w estern  
dem ocra c ie s , individuals with a large income have a higher turn- out rate L : -
*1 Gazette 20th July 1847. -
*2 N ossiter  in Allardt op cit pp. 165-6. (The number in the sam ple  
averaged 22).
than those with sm all incom es.*  Drake, taking poor rate a ssessm en ts as
an indication of wealth, found that at the 1855 Bath election , the mean
assessm en ts of non-voters was actually higher than the a ssessm en ts of those  
2who voted.* Using rateable values in the sam e way, this a lso  proved to be 
the case  at the Guildford contests of 1852, 1865 and 1868. At the election of 
1835, the position was reversed , although there was little  difference between 
the respective se ts  of a ssessm en ts. There is  one important qualification to 
make about these resu lts. Only in 1852 and to a le s se r  extent in 1865, are full 
details available about the numbers of genuine abstainers, as opposed to 
those who were unpolled because of death, emigration or official position. 
Consequently, out of the 52 e lectors who did not vote in 1852 , 13 had died,
10 were tax or post office officia ls, 7 had left Guildford and 1 individual was 
bed-ridden, which, with the Mayor as returning officer, left only 20 
abstainers . These latter electors were m ore wealthy than the non-voters  
as a whole. For 1865, with le s s  complete information, the opposite proved to 
be tru e , the average rateable values for "genuine" abstainers dipping to 
below that for e lectors who went to the poll.
Table 70^ Total Rateable Values of Voters and Non-Voters
Voters Non-Voters A bstainers •
£15.94 £14.29 . ?
£27.95 £34.56 £38.12
£29.51 £37 .83  £28.62
£24.08 £30.09 ?
Finally, to recapitulate. Although historians have generally agreed that 
religion was a determinant of voting behaviour during the Victorian era, 
proving it has always been difficult. Problem s exist in term s of the 
significance and inform ation about religion in any research . In particular  
there is  no means of knowing how a person evaluated their m em bership of 
a religious organisation compared with other reference groups, when it 
came to voting. Yet, while due note should be taken of such reservation s, the 
result of this present study has been to provide further sta tistica l evidence  
of the salience of religion as a factor in voting behaviour between 1831 a n d ___
Election
1835
1852
1865
1868
*1 L ipset op cit p. 184.
*2 Drake (1974) op cit p. 84.
1872. C onversely, the research has demonstrated that in Guildford at 
lea st, c la ss was a factor of far le s s e r  importance in deciding political 
allegiance prior to 18 72. This negative finding in a non-industrialised  
market town like Guildford could be usefully set against a sim ilar  c la ss  
analysis of Poll Books in an urban constituency where industrial conflicts  
might be expected to engender a greater degree of c la ss  consciousness in the 
electorate. In the sam e way, further research on broadly comparable 
constituencies with Guildford might indicate regional differences in the 
development of voting patterns . But in respect of parental partisanship - 
the m ost accurate indicator of an individual's vote in 19th century Guildford - 
it hardly seem s likely that electors elsew here in the land reacted any 
differently from contemporary Guildfordians.
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Table 71 R esum e 01 E lection s
Date NATIONAL LOCAL - Guildford (GFD) & Surrey (SY)
1790
ISSUES • RESULT ISSUES RESULT
No common 
issu es
P itt's  
adm inist- 
ra tion 
increased  
its maj.
GFD: The Borough's 
"independence" and 
Lord Grantlcy's 
influence. 
P erson alities p re­
eminent.
Government gain: Tom 
Onslow & George II. 
Sumner defeated 
General Norton
1796 No special 
issu es
. Government 
majority  
confirmed
GFD: P erson alities  
rather than issu es  
significant again
Government loss:  
General Norton & Tom 
Onslow defeated 
Botham
1806 Coalition 
"Ministry 
of All 
Talents" 
trying to 
strength its  
position in 
Parliam ent.
Coalition, 
which 'in­
cluded 
F oxites, 
increased  
its
majority.
GFD: Lord Grantlcy's 
influence.
No change. After a 
Petition, Thomas 
Cranley Onslow and 
General Norton (a 
Foxite) defeated 
George Sumner (a 
Pittite)
1807 "No Popery1 Portland's 
weak co ­
alition  
m inistry  
strength­
ened,
GFD: Issu es not 
known but as no 
electors changed their 
votes relative to 1806, 
"No Popery" issu e  
was probably not 
relevant
No change. Thomas 
Cranley Onslow and 
General Norton 
defeated George H. 
Sumner
1812 Paucity  
of issu es
Tory admin 
gained 60 
seats.
GFD: No contested. Government gain: 
General Norton did not 
stand. Thomas C. 
Onslow & Arthur 
Onslow elected  
unopposed
1818 Finance &
Government
expenditure;
Gov,’ s
rep ressive
legislation
of 1817
Tory 
M inistry 
lo st 30 
sea ts .
jI
. |
GFD: Issues not 
known
SY: Not contested  
(Liberty & reform of 
m ore concern at 
election than 
financial questions)
No change: Arthur 
Onslow & W. D. B est 
(T ories) defeated 
Whig J .H . Frankland
Government lo ss:  
George H. Sumner 
(Tory) & W .J. Denison 
(Whig) elected . (One 
Tory rep. did not 
stand).
1826 Corn Laws; 
Catholic 
Emancip­
ation
Tory
M inistry
slightly
strength­
ened
GFD: No contest
SY: Corn Laws;
Ca ih olic cm a ncipa tin; 
Slavery
Government loss:  
Arthur Onslow (Tory)
& G. C. Norton(Whig) 
elected.
No change: Pallm er & 
Denison (Whig) 
defeated G. IT. Sumner 
(Tory)
1830 Economic 
Questions - 
taxation & 
Government 
expenditure
Tory 
M inistry 
on balance 
lo st 30 / 
seats
GFD: Lord Granley's 
influence
SY: Position of 
agriculture; 
Parliam entary  
reform
Government gain:
C. B. Wall & G.H. 
Sumner (Tories) 
defeated
Government loss:  
W. J. Denison & J .I . 
B riscoe (Whigs) 
defeated W .Jolliffe  
(Tory)
1831 Parliam ent­
ary Reform; 
Economic 
reform s
Whig
Ministry
gained
over
100 seats
GFD: Parliam entary  
Reform.
SY: No Contest. 
Parliam entary Refom  
Taxation; position of 
agriculture.
Two Government 
gains: J. Mangles & 
C .F . Norton (Whigs) 
defeated G .H .Sum ner  
& C .B . Wall (Tories)
No change: Two 
l; Whigs re-e lec ted
1832 M erits of 
Reform
Whig
M inistry's 
m ajority of 
up to 300 
seats
confirm ed
GFD: No major 
issu es . Little 
interest in contest.
WSY*; Reform; 
Agriculture.
WSY = West Surrey)
Government lo ss:
C .F .N orton  (Whig) 
defeated by C .B .W all 
(Tory) & J. Mangles
No change: W. J. 
Denison & John Leach  
(Whigs) defeated G.H. 
Sumner (Tory)
1835 P eel in
Tam worth
Manifesto
projected
Tories as
moderate
reform ers
Minority. 
Conserv­
ative 
M inistry 
gained 
over 100 
seats but 
Liberals 
retained a 
majority
GFD: Reform & Tax­
ation; Personal char­
acter of C .B . Wall
WSY: Main issu e  was 
agriculture. Also  
Parliam entary Reform 
and the King's 
Prerogative
No change: J. Mangles 
(Lib) & C .B .W all (Con) 
defeated R.A.C.Austen  
(Lib)
Government gain: 
Charles Barclay (Con) 
defeated H . L . Long 
(R adical). Denison 
(Whig) r e -e lec ted .
18 3r7 Record of 
Whigs as 
Reform ers 
Alleged  
threat to 
country's 
institutions 
posed by 
O'Connell; 
Poor Laws
WTiig 
M inistry 
; increased  
strength. 
Majority of 
49
GFD: Mangles' 
alleged support for 
Radicals & O'Connell 
against established  
institutions; Poor Laws
WSY:Whig achieve­
ments; Danger of 
Radicalism  & Popery; 
Poor Laws; Tory 
policy & actions of 
King of Hanover 
(form er Duke of 
Cumberland)
-!--------:----- -------—---:---—----
Government Loss: C .B . 
Wall & J. Y. Scarlett 
(Cons) defeated J. 
Mangles (Lib)
No change: W .J. 
Denison (Whig) &
G. J .P ercev a l (Con) 
defeated H. L. Long 
(Radical)
1841 Suitability 
of P ee l as 
P .M .;  
Corn Laws
Government 
defeated. 
Conservative 
majority of 
78
GFD: Corn Laws & 
F ree Trade main 
issu e . Minor issu es:  
Poor Laws, Taxation, 
Reform, Popery & 
O'Connell.
WSY: No contest
Government gain:
C .B . Wall (now standing 
as a Lib) & R. D. 
Mangles (Lib) defeated 
J .Y .S ca r le tt & Henry 
Currie (Con)
No change: (1 Lib &
1 Con)
1847 Catholic
Endowmel.
(Little
interest
following
repeal of
Corn
Laws)
Whig 
M inistry 
increased  
its strength, 
Whigs - 329 
Protection­
is ts  - 225 i 
P eelites - i 
100
GFD: "No Popery" 
(Little excitement)
WSY: No contest.
Government loss:
H. Currie (Cons) & 
R .D . Mangles (Lib ) . 
defeated T. J.Thurlow  
(Cons)
No change: (Denison - 
Lib & H. Drummond - 
Cons)
Bye-
Elec..
1849
WSY: 
Death of 
W .J.
Denison
Corn Laws Conservative gain:
W. J. E velyn (Cons) 
defeated R. W. Edgell 
(Lib)
1852 Papal 
"aggression1 
(1850 Bui]); 
Free  
Trade
Confused 
situation. 
Minority 
Tory Min. 
secured  
position. 
Cons, approx 
300/ Whigs 
approx. 200 , 
Radicals 
approx. 100 , 
P eelites  j 
approx,4,0. j
GFD: Agriculture & 
F ree Trade; 
Catholic Question.
WSY: Agriculture; 
Catholic Question.
Governm ent lo s s :
J. B ell & R. D. Mangles 
(Lib) defeated T. J. 
Thurlow (Con)
No- change: H. 
Drummond & W .J. 
Evelyn (Cons) defeated 
Challoner (Lib)
1857 Palm ers ton ^  
handling of 
Canton 
affair
Whig 
M inistry 
gained 100 
seats
GFD: Palm erston & 
China question. Minor 
issu es: Church Rates, 
Maynooth Grant, 
Reform
WSY: Issues as above
Government loss:
R. D. Mangles (Lib)
& W. Bovill (Cons) 
defeated J .B e ll (Lib)
Government gain:
J. I. B riscoe (Lib) &; 
H, Drummond (Cons) 
defeated H. Currie 
(Cons)
Bye-
Elec.
1858
GFD: R. D. 
Mangles 
became 
Member of 
Council of 
India
Reform No change: G. Onslow 
(Lib) beat W. J. Evelyn 
(Cons)
1859 Little  
in terest & 
issu es  ill-  
defined. 
Italian 
Unification 
& Reform.
Conserv­
ative 
M inistry 
gained 30 
seats but 
no
majority.
GFD: No contest
WSY: No contest
(Foreign A ffairs, 
National defence & 
reform)
No change
No change
(1 Lib - B riscoe ,
1 Cons - Drummond; 
la tter  died in 1860 & 
replaced by Cubitt)
1865 Little  
interest & 
no major 
issu es .
Gov. took 
credit for 
the country1! 
properity.
Whig 
M inistry 
gained 20 
seats to 
bring 
majority 
> to 62,
GFD: B ovill1 s 
allegedly antLworking 
c la ss votes in . 
P arliam ent.
WSY: No contest
No change: G. Onslow 
(Lib) & W. Bovill (Cons) 
defeated W .Pocock  
(Lib) ;
No change: (1 Lib - 
B riscoe & 1 Con - 
G. Cubilt
Bye-
Elec,
July
1866
GFD:
Bovill
appointed
Solicitor
General
No contest Bovill re-e lected .
Dec
1866
Bovill
appointed
Chief
Justice
Reform R. Garth (Cons) 
defeated W. Pocock  
(Lib)
: 18 6£ Irish
Church
Conserva­
tive Ministr 
defeated:- 
Lib.
majority of 
106
GFD: Irish Church
y : .
WSY: Irish Church
---------- g . ----------- :--------- - --------- -------------- - ----------------------------— -----------
Now 1 M. P .;G . Onslow 
(Lib) defeated 
R. Garth (Con)
No change: J .I . 
B riscoe (Lib) &
G. Cubitt (Cons) 
defeated Pennington 
(Lib)
Bye-
Elec.
1870
WSY:
Briscoe
died
No contest Conservative gain: 
Lee Steere elected
1874 Liberal
M inistry's
legisla tive
record
Liberal 
Ministry 
defeated - 
Conserva - 
tive
majority of 
52
GFD: Onslow's part 
in Tichborne affair; 
L iberal's record.
WSY: No contest
Government loss: 
Denzil R. Onslow 
(Con) defeated G. 
Onslow (Lib)
No change (2 Cons)
1880 Ireland; 
Foreign  
Policy  
(Russia); 
A gricult­
ural Dep­
ression
Conserva­
tive
M inistry' 
defeated. 
Liberal 
majority of 
116 seats
GFD: International 
relations
WSY: No contest
No change: D .R . 
Onslow (Con) 
defeated T. Kemp 
(Lib)
No change (2 Cons)
1885 Foreign 
Policy (Gen. 
Gordon); 
Chambedin's 
"unauthor­
ised  prog­
ramme" of 
agrarian & 
Social reform
Liberal 
M inistry 
retained 
majority of 
86 over Con 
(Parnell 
also  cont­
rolled 86 
votes)
New Guildford 
Constituency: . 
Liberal's foreign  
policy; Allotments & 
Church d isestab lish­
ment
Single mem ber 
constituency.
W. St John Brodrick  
(Con) defeated 
Gosling (Lib)
1886 Ireland & 
Home Rule 
Social 
Reform
Liberal
M inistry
defeated
Conserva­
tive
majority 
of 118
Ireland; Social 
Reform
No change: Brodrick  
(Cons) defeated 
Lawrence (Lib)
Note
The national.issues indicated are based on those suggested by various 
standard h istorical w orks/ particularly as in Halevy, J. S. Watson, 
Sir L. Woodward and Hephson op c it, although any view of what is  an 
election issue.m ust be somewhat subjective.
TABLE 73 : Guildford Town Leaders
Name Politic s-  
Religion
Joseph Billing L-N
Charles Booker W-A
Frederick A. 
Crooke
T-A
William Elkins T-A  
son:
William E .E lk ins T-A
Thomas Gill L-N
Do ds worth
Hay don T-A
Uncle:
Joseph Haydon T-A
Anthony Lee T-A
Frank T. 
Lethbridge
L then 
T - A
John Martyr; T-A  
Richard Nye L-A  
John P alm er T-A
WiUiam Pimm L-A  
Thomas Pollard L-A  
Francis Skurray T-A
Economic Position  
Printer (74 employees)
Corn Merchant, M iller 
Brewer, property owner
Brewer', property owner 
Brewer, property owner
P olitica l P osts
Nil (although co ­
proprietor of West 
Surrey Tim es)
Mayor - three tim es
Mayor
Mayor - three tim es
Mayor - four tim es  
P resident, Guildford 
Conservative A ssoc.
Ironmonger (22 employees) Nil
Banker
Banker; Deputy Chair­
man of Guildford Line 
Railway; Treasurer, 
Guildford Board of 
Guardians.
Banker
(Partner of W .Sparkes)
Coal Merchant,
Barge owner
Mayor; School Board
Mayor - five tim es  
Cha irm an, Guil dfo rd 
Protestant A ssociation  
& Anti-Slavery  
Society
Mayor
Charity Trustee
Mayor; Executive of 
P rim rose League; 
Chairman Church 
Defence A ssociation
B arrister, property owner Mayor - four tim es
Builder (24 em ployees) Corporation m em ber
Timber merchant; Mayor
property owner
Upholsterer (25 employees) Nil 
Builder (25 em ployees) Nil
Brewer; property owner Nil
Name P olitics - 
Religion
Economic Position P olitical P osts
Mark Sm all- T-A Solicitor
piece (son-in- D irector of Gas & Water
law of D. Haydon) Corporation
• William Smith T-A Builder (47 employees)
Richard Sparke s T-A - Banker 
son:
William Sparkes Banker; coach proprietor
Silas Taunton Brewer; property owner
KEY
L = Liberal
T = Tory
W = Whig:
A = Anglican
N = Nonconformist
Town Clerk
Corporation m em ber  
Mayor -tw ice  
Mayor - four tim es  
Nil
TABLE 74 : Guildford & Surrey My P. s
Country Seat/Interest 
Abinger Hall (nr. Dorking)
Name
Abinger, Baron
sons: R .C . Scarlett 
Maj . J. Scarlett
Austen, Sir Henry Shalford Park 
Edmund
son:R .A .C . Godwin- 
Austen
Barclay, Charles
B est, William  
Draper (created  
Baron Wynford 1829)
Bury Hill (Dorking) 
(Southwark Brewery owner)
(Lord Chief Justice)
Bovill, William Worplesdon Lodge
B riscoe, John Ivatt Fox H ills
Cubitt, George
Currie, Henry
Denison, WiHiam 
J oseph
Drummond, Henry
Egmont, 6th Earl of 
(Sir George Jam es 
Perceval)
Denbies (Dorking)
West H orsley (Banker)
Denbies (Dorking) 
M illionaire Banker
Albury Park (Banker)
Epsom
Evelyn, William J ohn Wotton
Grant!ey,'William 2nd Wonersh 
Lord
brother: General 
Chappie Norton 
nephews: F letcher  
Norton (3rd Lord 
Grantley)
George Chappie 
Norton
Charles Francis 
Norton
P olitics
Cons
Cons MP .1835-44 
Cons MP 18 37
Whig
Whig MP 1835 
Cons MP 1818-9 
Tory MP 1818-9
Cons MP 1857-66
Whig MP 1830-5, 
1857-70
Cons MP 1860-92
Cons MP 1847
Whig MP 1818-49
Cons MP 1852-68 
Cons MP 1837-40
Cons MP 1849r57
Cons MP 17
MP 1784-90, 
1794-1812
Whig MP 1826-30  
Whig MP 1831-2
Name Country Seat/Interests
Leach, John Lea
M angles, Jam es Woodbridge (Guildford)
sons:
R oss D. Mangles D irector, East India Company
Capt. C. E. Mangles
Onslow, Thomas 2nd Clan don Park
Earl
sons:
Col Thomas Cranley 
Onslow
Arthur George (3rd 
Earl)
Onslow, Sergeant Send
Arthur
Onslow, Guildford A lresford (Hants)
Onslow, Denzil FI exford
P allm er, Charles Norbiton P lace (Kingston) 
Nicholas West Indian Plantation owner.
Sumner, George W est H orsley
Holme
Steere, Lee Jayes (Dorking)
Trotter, John Horton P lace (Epsom)
Wall, Charles Baring Southampton
P olitics
Whig MP 18 32
Whig MP 18 31- 5
Lib MP 1841-58 
Lib MP 1857-9 (for 
Newport)
MP 1784-1807 
Tory MP 1807-18
Tory MP 1812-30
Lib MP 1858-74 
Cons MP 1874 
MP 1826-30
Cons MP 1790-6, 
1807-26, 1830rl
Cons MP 1870-84
Cons MP 1840-7
Cons to 1840 then Lib 
MP 1819-53 For 
Guildford & elsew here
Table 75; Onslow Fam ily Tree 1688-1911
Arthur Bt. d. 1688
Richard Bt (Speaker)
created Is  
d. 1717
t Baron Onslow
Thomas 2nd Baron d. 1740
Richard 3rd Baron d. 1776
Foot d. 1710
Arthur (Speaker) d. 1768
George 4th Baron, 
created Baron Cranley, 
Viscount Cranley and 
1st Earl of Onslow d. 1814
Edward Mainwaring Colonel Thomas Cranley
d. 1861
Arthur Edward George Augustus Cranley 
d. 1855
William  
d. 1911
Sillier 4th Earl
Thomas 2nd Earl d. 1827
Arthur George 3rd Earl 
d. 1870
Guildford 
Jam es H illier
Gentlemen & P rofessions
Annuitant Banker
Gentleman B arrister
Esquire Clergyman
Army Officer (High ranking) Dentist 
Attorney
Subprofessions & Yeomen
Army Officer (Low ranking)
A rtist
Auctioneer
Author
Land Surveyor
R etailers
Apothecary
Baker
Barber
Bookseller
Butcher
Chemist
Confectioner
Draper
Druggist
Craftsmen
M inister
P riest
Prof. of Literature  
Prof. of Music 
Registrar
Fishmonger
F lorist
Grocer
Haberdasher
H airdresser
Hatter
Ironm onger
Jew eller
D octor/Physician  
Naval Officer 
Solicitor  
Town Clerk
Road Surveyor [ 
Schoolmaster 
Surveyor of Taxes 
Veterinary Surgeon 
Ye om an/Farm er
Linen Draper 
Music Seller  
Pawnbroker 
Perfum erer  
Shopkeeper 
Smocks e ller  
Stationer 
Tobacconist
Basket Maker
Blacksmith
Bookbinder
Bootmaker
Brazier
Brewer
Bricklayer
Carpenter
Carver
Checker
Clicker
Coachbuilder
Coachpainter
Collarmaker
Compositor
Cooper
Coppersmith
Currier
Cutler
Dyer
Engineer
F arrier
Founder
French polisher
Gaitermaker
Guilder
Glazier
Grainer
Gunmaker
Harnessm aker
Hat Maker
H osier
Iron Founder
Leather Cutter
Locksmith
Machinist
M alster
Mason
Millwright
Moulderer
Newmaker
Paperhanger
Painter
Patternmaker
Peruke Maker
P lasterer
Plumber
Potter
Sadler
Sackmaker
Sailmaker
Slater
Silversm ith
Springmaker
Stonemason
Tentmaker
Tinman
Turner
Umbrella Maker
Watchmaker
W heeler
Whitesmith
Winecooper
Petty Entrepreneurs
Bargeowner Egg Merchant Mineral Water Manufacturer
Beer House Keeper Fowl Dealer Photographer
Brandy Merchant Fruiterer?Nurseryman Piano Dealer
Broker Glass Dealer P ig  Dealer
Builder Hardware Dealer Pipe Manufacturer
Butte rman Horse Dealer P rinter
Cattle Dealer Hotel Keeper Provision  Merchant
China Dealer Inn Keeper Publican
Cider Merchant L i c e 11 s o d Vi c tu all e r Seedsman
Cloth Merchant Lodging House Keeper Silk M ercer
Coach Proprietor Manufacturer Spirit Merchant
Coal Merchant Marbleman Tallow Chandler
Coffee-house K eeper Market Gardener Tea Dealer
Com m ercial Traveller Mealman Timber Merchant
Contractor ' Merchant Toy Dealer
Corn Chandler/Factor Milkman Undertaker
Eating House Keeper M iller Wharfinger
Submanagers
Accountant Dispenser P ostm aster
Appraiser Excisem an Railway Inspector
A ssesso r Inspector Weights & Union R egistrar
Beadle M easurers Reporter
Collector of Poor Rates M aster of Abbott's Sergeant-at-arm s
Collector of Taxes Hospital Sheriff's Officer
P arish  Clerk Valuer
E m ployees/C lerical
Actuary Coachmaster Shop A ssistant
Agent D rill m aster Signal man
Book-keeper Engine Driver Scrivener
Bailiff Firem an Stenotyper
Bargem aster Omnibus Driver Town Crier
Butler . Railway Guard Turnkey
Clerk Salesman W agonmaster
(for Bankers, so licitors etc)
Semi & Unskilled Labour
Bargeman
Carman
Chimney Sweep
Carrier
Carter
Chapman
Cleaner
Coachman
Coal Heaver
Collector
Cowkeeper
Cowman
Drayman
F ish Hawker
Flour D resser
Foundryman
Gardener
Groom
Hawker
Higler
Hoop Shaver
Horse Keeper
Husbandman
Journeyman
Keeper
Labourer
Laundryman
Lim e Burner
Maltman
Mariner
O t M U X - G i  U l l fcS iS-X X X tJU  X - l c l U U U X ’ y v ^ . u n t . )
Nightman
Ostler
Packer
Policem an
P orter
Postboy
Postman
Railway Cleaner
Road Sweeper
Sawyer
Scav eiger
Scourer
Servant
Shipman
Tapster
Ticket Collector 
Waiter 
Waterman 
Well Digger 
Wire Worker 
Woolcomber
A NOTE ON PARTY ORGANISATION
Before the 1st Reform Act the parties generally remained p assive between
contested elections in West Surrey. The la ter  creation of permanent political
organisations in the region during the m id-1830's was prompted by the need
to organise an efficient system  of electoral registration following the 1832
Act. For example, at the Guildford m eeting to establish a district branch
of the West Surrey Conservative A ssociation, Robert Scarlett a sserted  that
“elections might be said to take place annually, owing to the new system  of
registration."*'*' Scarlett was one of several personalities to attend the
other Tory gatherings that established district organisations - an indication
that such branches were promoted by central party organisation. The Whigs,
at a m eeting in London, founded a Reform A ssociation for the whole of
Surrey, although subsequently branches were created at Guildford and
Farnham. When a dispute arose about the choice of L iberal candidate for
the 1849 West Surrey election, it was the Reform Club that made the final 
2decision*- an illustration of the importance of central party o ffices. On the 
other hand, when a sim ilar dispute arose in the Guildford constituency in 
1858, the fight for the nomination was apparently not decided by head-quarters. 
The central offices had a greater say in the West Surrey division because of
. 3
the expense of contesting a constituency which covered half the County.*
Where the Reform Club helped with candidate's election expenses j its
influence was crucial in resolving the question of nomination - in favour of
the biggest purse if  the example of 1849 is  typical. The situation in the
sm all boroughs as described by Hanham, of the richest candidate being picked
from lis ts  provided by head-quarters, was m ore typical of W est Surrey than
4the Guildford Borough.*
*1 Standard 9th January 1836.
*2 Ibid 1st Sept. 1849.
*3 Expenses came to £8 , 000 - £10,000  in the second half of the century.
*4 Hanham op cit p. 65.
